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NOMINATIONS.

Erecutive nominations received by the Senate July 10 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922,
CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS,

Fred A. Bradley, of Buffalo, N. Y., to be collector of customs
for customs collection district No. 9, with headquarters at
Buffalo, N, Y., in place of George G. Davidson, jr., whose term
of office will expire July 15, 1922,

NAvAr OFFICER oF CUSTOMS.

Joseph W. Pascoe, of Easton, Pa., to be naval officer of cus-
toms in collection district No. 11, with headquarters at Phila-
delphia, Pa., to fill an existing vacancy.

REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE.

Fdwin E. Winters, of Alabama, to be register of the land
office at Montgomery, Ala.

Louis W. Burford, of Colorado, to be register of the land
office at Del Norte, Colo. [

Edgar T. Conquest, of Colorado, to be register of the land
office at Sterling, Colo.

Charles R. Smith, of Colorado, to be register of the land
office at Durango, Colo.

‘Fred C, Stoddard, of Montana, to be register of the land office
at Missoula, Mont,

PROMOTION IN THE REGULAR ARMY.
MEDICAIL CORPS,
To be captain.
irst Lieut. William Le Roy Thompson, Medical Corps, from
July G, 1922, :
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY.
AIR SERVICE.
First Lieut. Donald Frank Stace, Coast Artillery Corps, with
rank from July 2, 1920.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.

First Lleut. Joe David Moss, Field Artillery, with rank from
October 7, 1919,

CONFIRMATIONS.

Lirecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 10 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922,

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE,

Robert Bruce Milroy to be register of the land office, Yakima,
Waslh.,
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. :

Clarence Charles Williams to be Chief of Ordnance, with
rank of major general.

Joseph Frank Janda to be colonel, Adjutant General's De-
partment.

Lonis Stewart Chappelear to be lieutenant colonel, Adjutant
General’s Department.

Richard Kerr Cravens to be lientenant colonel, Adjutant Gen-
eral’'s Department.

Robert Whitfield to be lientenant colonel, Adjutant General's
Department.

Andrew Jackson White to be major, Adjutant General’'s De-
partment. -

Fugene Ross Householder to be major, Adjutant General's
Department,

Edward Roth, jr.,
ment.

Paul Theodore Bock to be major, Air Service.

Kenneth McCatty to be captain, Coast Artillery Corps.

William Anthony Woodlief to be captain, Adjutant General's
Department.

Sherman Robert Ingram to be captain, Veterinary Corps.
o Morton Donald Adams to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery

orps.

Stephen Richard Wood to be chaplain, with rank of major.

Henry Jouette Gelger to be chaplain, with rank of eaptain.

POSTMASTERS,
ARIZONA,
Patrick D. Ryan, Fort Huachuea,
ILLINOIS,
William L. McKenzie, Elizabeth,
Mancel Talcott, Waukegan,
. LOUISTANA,
Novilla T. King, Simsboro.

to be major, Adjutant General's Depart-

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

NEBRASKA,
Elmer W, Couch, Henry.
Mildred E. Johnson, Mead.
NEW JTERSEY.
Edmund A. Kenney, River Edge.
Jennie Madden, Tuckahoe,
NORTH CAROLINA,
Sadie M. Mullen, Huntersville.

SENATE,
Tuesoay, July 11, 1922,
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess.

The Vice President being absent, the President pro tem-
pore (Mr., OunmmiNs) took the chair.

THE TARIFF,

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. . 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, on yesterday in my tempo-
rary absence the Senator from Utah [Mr. KiNg] took occasion
again to refer to the effect of protection upon the industries in
some of the Eastern States, and especially in the State of Con-
necticut. I agree with him as to the effect of a protective tariff
upon the great industrial States of the country that have * pros-
pered enormously,” as he says, but I do not agree with him in
some of the conclusions which he reached in regard to the effect
of protection npon the workingmen of the country who are
engaged in the manufacturing industries, The Senator from
Utah took occasion, among other things, to say:

The steel interests and the textile interests in the past have been
beneficiaries of the tariff system, and they have grown rich at the
expense of the people by reason of the tarif rates which have been
imposed.

I am quoting from page 10109 of yesterday’s Recorp.

Mr. President, the fact that this is the greatest and richest
Nation in the world, pays by far the highest wages in the
world, and the further fact that a day's work in this country
will buy anywhere from three to six times as large an amount
of the basic necessities of life as a day’'s work will buy in
many other countries in the world, would seem to justify the
Senator from Utah, when he discusses the demerits of the
protective system, in devoting a few moments to this discunssion
of the merits of the system as demonstrated by the industrial
record of the country under protective tariff.

The Senator went on to say:

Beveral days ago I was discussing the tariff, and alluded to a num-
ber of States which had been particular beneficiaries of high tariffs.
I alluded among others to the State of Connecticut. The able Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax] challenged some of the statements
which I made, I then said that protection undoubtedly had enriched
gome in his State, but that the t wealth of Connecticut, Rhode
Island, and certain protected Btates was in the hands of a limited
number of corporations and individvals. 1 called attention to the
strikes In the mills of his State, to the impoverishment of the people
at work in the mills.

I do not remember that the Senator specified any particular
sirike in Connecticut. I did not know that there was any
strike now existing in Connecticut of any consequence.

Mr. KING., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McLEAN. Certainly,

Mr. KING. I spoke in the past, that there had been strikes,
a greaf many strikes. T did not speak of any in the present,

Mr. McLEAN. O, it probably is true that there have been
strikes in Connecticut in the past, but I think there is no
State in the Union whose record is freer from serious strikes
than the State of Connecticut, and it is because, as I shall
undertake to show later, that the wages paid in Connecticut
are probably as high as those paid in any community on earth
for similar services.

I quote further from the Senator’s remarks of yesterday,
where he said that these strikes resulted in the impoverishment
of the people at work in the mills, and where he called at-
tention— ‘
to the {pover% which existed, and called attention to the fact that the
Republicang had by their legislation made it possible for certain In-
dustries to reap enormous profits, and that those Industries had driven
out the American workmen and had imported labor from abroad and
forced the wages of the worker down until the wages paid were so

pititultge small that poverty and, in too many instances, gaunt hunger
were constant companions of the employees,
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Of course, I realize that when the Democratic Party is in the
desperate condition which it now occupies, we must expect exag-
geration and misrepresentation from its votaries.

I called attention the other day to the fact that the manufac-
tured products in the State of Connecticnt in the year 1919 were
greater in value than the entire wheat crop of the United States.
I called attention then, and I want to repeat a few facts bearing
upon Connecticut industries and what they mean not only to the
workmen of Connecticut but to the rest of the people of the
United States.

We have in Connecticut 4,800 factories:. The people employed
in 1919 were 338,000, The wages and salaries paid were $406,-
407,000, The capital invested was-$1,341,000,000. The value of
the products was $1,392,000,000. The cost of materials was
$£685,000,000, and the value added by manufacture was $706,-
000,000. The average daily wage was $3.56. Now, there may be
industries in the ecountry highly specialized where the labor is
especially irksome and possibly dangerous, where the average of
wage paid will be higher than that, but I challenge any man on
thig floor to point to any State inm the Union where the average
paid for wages upon products similar to those made in Con-
nectieut is higher than the average wage paid in Connecticut,

It may be of interest to note that the number of establish-
ments in Connecticut in 1899 were 3,382; salaries and wages
paid, $85,000,000. The number of establishments was increased
18 per cent from 1909 to 1919, the number of persons engaged
increased 32 per cent, and the wages from 1909 to 1919 inereased
172 per cent. I wish to put in the Recorp a brief statement with
reference to the different indusiries in Conmecticut and the
number of employees:

Connecticut industries: consumed in 1019 398,000 tons of
anthraeite, 2,280,000 tons of bituminous coal, 1,447,000 barrels
of fuel oil, 163,000 tons of coke, 32,618 barrels of gasoline, and
627,000 cubic feet of gas. Connecticut ranks first among the
States in the value of products in the fur felt hat industry,
fourth in silk, sixth in cotton, and sixth in woelen worsted
products. In 1919 Connecticut consumed 54,000,000 pounds of
cotton, purchased 33,000,000 pounds of cotton yarn, value of
cotton $65,000,000, value of manufactured products $105,000,000.
In 1919 Connecticut purchased 60,000,000 pounds of wool, made.
200,000,000 yards of cloth, and 69,000,000 yards of shirting,
valued at $68,000,000. Yet, Mr. Presgident, the output of some
of our factories has been decreasing since 1914. Our costs of
manufacture have greatly increased. For instance, the cost of
materials in the fur felt hat industry inereased 163 per cent from
1914 to 1919.

Mr. President, it is true that Connecticut malkes about every-
thing that is merchantable, and she makes machinery for other
States and eountries to make ahout everything that is merchant-
able. When the war broke out the Government took advantage
of the faet that Connecticut was equipped to make probably a
greater variety of articles needed for war supplies than any
other State of her size in the Union. It is a matter of history
that Paris. would have surrendered to Germany in 1914 if it
had not been for munitions made in Connectient. Indeed, sir,
a very large portion of the munitions used by our allies during
the whole war were made in Connecticut.

It is easy to see that with the tremendous demand for war
supplies Connecticut industries were prosperous for a time
during the war; but, sir, a great many of our best boys were
drafted and sent to the front and our manufacturers were
compelled to secure help where it could be obtained and such
help as it was possible to obtain. After the war closed we
had, as can well be imagined, a very serious period of de-
pression, because the demand for many of our goods ceased,
More than that, Germany, after the war closed, specialized In
many articles which eame in direct competition with goods
made in Connecticut, especially the metal goods, all kinds of
cutlery, clocks, and so forth. As the result, our factories were
compelled either to close or work on short time or reduce
wages. There was no alternative. It was true then and it is
true to-day that owing to this keen German competition many
of our factories were and are working on short time, many of
our manufacturers are making no money, yet they are keeping
their organizations together and are employing help at a loss,
possibly hoping that this Congress will have the wisdom to give
to her industries, and all legitimate industries in the country,
reasonable protection against the ruinous competition from the
low-wage countries across the water.

Mr. President, the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. King]
read into the Recorn yesterday a letter from .Patrick F,
O’Meara, president of the Cennecticut Federation of Labor,
portions of which I shall new quote:

Your statement of the employment of the ch wage foreigner in
the State of Connecticut ia so true that, as I read the speech, I was
thinking whether or not your information came as if you were a resi-
dent of Connecticut,

I continue to quote:

Dur the World: War the writer was honored by being selected
for membership on one of the three district boards of this State. This,
a8 yon will recollect, had to do with all appeals over local boards' de-
cisions and all industrial exemptions, and ss the secretary of the board
for the war ferm the great part of the evidence submitted on ques-
tlounaires. brought forth conditions that no State should be proud of,
and thousands of these questionnaires had to be written up and com-
pleted by others than e pregistrapt, for the reasom that the said
registrant could neither read nor write.

Mr. President, Mr. O'Meara, I presume; is a good Democrat,
and, if my information is correct, he had a job under the
former administration. Apparently he had something to do
with the draft, YWhether he had any other occupation or not I
do not know.

Mr. KING. Mr. Presidemt——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Con-
nectieut yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. McLEAN, I do.

Mr, KING. Does the Senator from Conneeticut refer to the
“ job " that Mr. O'Meara had as being one with the draft board?

Mr. McLEAN. Yes.

Mr. KING. The Senator does not consider that a very big
“job,” does he?

Mr. McLEAN. I do not know whether Mr. (’Meara had any
other occupation or not. I am not finding fault with Mr,
O’Meara; on the contrary, if the Senator will pardom me, I
desire to say that if there is anything in the State of Con-
necticut that deserves criticism, I would be the last man in the
Senate to try to suppress such criticism ; but when Mr, O'Meara
makes the broad and far-reaching statements which he does, I
hope he will let the workingmen in’ Connectient know before
next November comes whether he thinks the remedy #or the
situation which he alleges exists lies in a continuation of exist-
ing tariff rates or in rates which would give the employers in
the State of Connecticut reasonable protection against their
competitors from abroad. If he adheres to the tariff plank
in the last Democratic platform, which demounced protective
tariffs, if he adheres to the time-honored policy of the Demo-
cratic Party that protective tariffs are not only unconstitutional
but that they are fraudulent and a tax upon the many for the
benefit of the few, I hope he will frankly state his position in
the State of Connecticut, for I want to say, and say emphat-
ically, that Connecticut has no more use for the Democratie
theory relative to protection than it has for a frost in August
or the Asiatic cholera. The writer goes on to say:

During the latter part of the year 1921 the city of New Britain,
Conn., had to make an appropriatlon owt of the municipal funds to
send back to Spain and Portugal large numbers. of cheap foreign
laborers that they had brought in there (I refer to the mawnfacturers),
and who were living In such filthy conditions that the clty authorities:
gtr:emcei‘:y Britain thought the best thing to do was to send them ouf of.

As I have stated, Mr. President, during the war the manu-
facturers of Connecticut were compelled to get help where
they could and of the best character that could be obtained, and
to get along with it as best they could, for a great many of our
high-class boys were called to the front, while we in Connerii-
cut were making munitions and arms and war supplies that
were absolutely necessary to the comduct of the war. We were
fighting for our lives, and we did the best we could. I want
to say, Mr. President, that Connecticut is not ashamed of her
record in the war of what she said or did. Her record will,
I think, compare favorably with the record of the State which
is represented In part by the junior Senator from Utah,

When the war was over we had to meet the serions industrial

depression, Orders for our goods ceaged ; we had a large surplus

of labor on our hands; bat, Mr. President, I want to say that
everything was done to help those men who were unemployed
to go where they could secure employment, if possible, or to
keep them in Conneeticut and pay them enough to enable them
to subsist until business should revive.

This letter goes on to say:

But I can not sit idly by and have conditions go on as they are
without protesting from time to time against them, and I was elated
when I read of your indictment against Senantor McLeaN and his con-
stituents—I refer to the manufacturers of Conmecticut. * * =

Mr. President, I want to say now, as I have said before, that,
as a member of the Finance Commiftee, T have in no instance,
and I shall in no instance, ask for a rate that will give more
than reasonable protection te- the manufacturers of Connecticut
and enable them to pay good wages, and I wish to say farther
that the highest rates in this bill are the lowest in propor-
tion to the protection which is needed.

I quote further from this letter:

If the proposed tariff bill goes through they will again reap 1he
harvest that they have for years, and I smile when I read of the clalms
that German-made watches are being sold so cheaply in- the United
States, when, as a matter of fact, such a blg and influential concern
as the New Hlaven Clock Co., in my home city, is te-day paying wages
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50 low that they never would be accepted only that men are forced to
take them to earn a few dellars for their families; the wages are even
lower than before the war.

Mr. President, I have not had an opportunity to communicate
with the company referred to, but it is probable that foreign
competition in the article manufactured by that company is
keen af the present time, and very likely their mill is either
working on short time or it may be possible that they have had
to reduce wages temporarily, and I wish to say again to the
Senator from Utah that this eondition must necessarily continue
if the competition from abroad is allowed to continue; and pre-
cisely the same argument which applies to the manufacture of
clocks applies to every single industry in this country. The
Senator from Utah has taken occasion, I think, to vote for a
protective tariff on the products of his State.

Mr. KING. No.

Mr. McLEAN. I do not know but that the Senator has
avoided voting on some of the articles produced in his State
which have asked for protection

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I can not permit such a statement
as that to go unchallenged; I deny it.

Mr. McLEAN. Or neglected to do so.

Mr. KING, No; I do not dodge any issue that may be pre-
sented, 1

Mr. McLEAN. Then I gladly withdraw the statement if it is
not troe; but I do not understand the Senator to say that he is
opposed to all protective tariffs, and I want to say to him that
a man will drown under an inch of wafer just as quickly as he
will if he is at the bottom of the sea. We have many highly
specialized industries in Connecticut, yet, as every Senafor
knows, the industries of Connecticut are really but a drop in the
American bucket. The pay roll in the United States in 1919 was
over $10,000,000,000, and a very large percentage of that was
paid in the production of articles in the manufacture of which
labor constituted a very high percentage of the cost. So the
problem confronting us Is entirely national in its scope.

It is true with regard to my section of the country that we
are now experiencing industrial depression. Conditions have
been improving to some extent lately, probably in anticipation
of the enactment of the pending bill, but unless this bill is
passed, unless the confidence of our great producers iz revived,
serious results will ensue. Many of thein, I know, have their
storehouses full of goods which they can not sell, waiting and
hoping that the Democratic Party will allow the country to be
relieved from the potential and actual ruinous competition of
other countries.

T want to say to the Senator further that while I have no
controversy with him, taking the view that he does on this ques-
tion, and 1 have no controversy with the president of the Amer-
ican Federation of Labor in the State of Connecticut, the Sen-
ator's position and the position taken by Mr. O’Meara utterly
fail to consider the real cause of the business depression which
now exists in Connecticut and elsewhere, and utterly fail to
estimate the necessity for the maintenance of the time-honored
and fully tested principle of protection if we are to continue to
do business in this country and sustain our standard of wages

and living,
Mr. KING obtained the floor. ’
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me t0

submit a resolution and ask unanimous consent for its imme-
diate consideration? I think it will take but a moment to have
it considered.

Mr. KING, I yleld,
ABANDONED COTTON ACREAGE.
Mr, HEFLIN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con-

sideration of the resolution which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will report the
resolution for information.

The reading clerk read the resolution
follows ;

Whereas the Crop Reporting Bureau of the Agricultnral Department
has heretofore made no report on abandoned cotton acreage until the
18t of December each year; and

Whereas there s t’pra\wth‘:ally no cotton acreage abandoned after
Ju%‘ 1 each year; an

Thereas fallure to obtain a good stand of cotton In many places
and the increased ravages of the boll weevil in other sections of the
cotton-producing States haye caused abandoned cotton acreage to be
larger than usnal; and

hereas the cotton produced, the spinner, and the public are en-
titled to know as early as the information can be obtained what per
cent of cotton acreage has been abandoned : Therefors be it

Resolved, That the Chief of the Crop Reporting Burean be, and he i3
hereby. authorized and directed to immediately confer with the commis-
sloners of agriculture in the colton-growing Btates and with the agri-
cultural agents of the various counties in sald Btates and ascertain just
what in their opinion §s the percenrage of abandoned cotton acreage np
to July 1. 1922 be 1t further

(S. Res. 3191, as

Resolved, That the said Chief of the Crop Reporting Bureau shall pub-
i'ie?o ratnid information in his forthcoming August the 1st crop-condition

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Alabama?

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not know that I gathered the
full import of the resolution. It seems to require a report as
to the cotton acreage abandoned up to July 1, 1922, [t does not,
however, ask that any comparison be made with the cotton
acreage abandoned in any other year or period. I ean not quite
understand how the bureau will answer the question pro-
pounded unless some date is specified with which to compare the
cofton acreage abandoned on July 1, 1922,

Mr. HEFLIN. I will state to the Senator from Utah that
the reports published every year on December 1 show that.
They have authority mow for obtaining that information, but
we want to know now what percentage of the acreage planted
in cotton this year had been abandoned up to the 1st of July.
There is very little cotton acreage abandoned after that time,
Whatever there is, it will be reported in December,

Mr. SMOOT. As compared with the last report made?

Mr. HEFLIN. We can compare this report, when received,
and show how much was abandoned each year before, because
that information is already on file in the Department of Agri-
culture; but we want to know how much has been abandoned
this year up to July 1, rather than wait until December 1 and
have the public, the spinners, and the cotton-buying world be-
lieve that the acreage planted in cotton in the spring is in
cultivation now, when the truth is much of the acreage planted
this year has already been abandoned.

Mr. SMOOT. What I think the Senator wants Is the number
of acres in cultivation on July 1, 1922,

Mr. HEFLIN. That is what this information will show.

Mr. SMOOT. But that is not what the resolution says,

Mr, HEFLIN, The resolution will get the Information. how-
ever, because the department has already shown the number of
acres planted in cotton, and when we find ont how much has
been abandoned we will then know, of course, how many acres
are still in cultivation,

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection to the information, but I
doubt very much whether the resolution is properly expressed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection
to the request of the Senator from Alabama,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, as T understand, the

" official to whom this resolution is addressed is a subordinate of

the Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. SMOOT. He is?

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, yes.

Mr., WADSWORTH. Then I suggest in all seriousness that
the resolution should be addressed to the Secretary of Agri-
culture——

Mr, SMOOT. Oh, absolutely, without guestion.

Mr. WADSWORTH. And that he should be authorized and
directed to have done what the resolution requests,

Mr. HEFLIN. T accept the suggestion of the Senator from
New York.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution is modified
accordingly. Is there objection to its present consideration?

Mr, POMERENE. Mr, President, may it be read again? T
was out of the Chamber when it was read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read ghe
resolution as modified.

The reading clerk read the resolution as modified, as follows:

Whereas the Crop Reporting Bureau of the Agricultural Department
has heretofore made no report on abandoned cotton acreage until the
1st of December each year; and

Whereas there is practically no cottou acreage abandoned after July
1 each year; and :

Whereas fallure to obtaln a
the in
producing Btates
than usual; and

Whereas the cotion producer, the spinner, and the public are entitled
to know as early as the information can be obtained what per cent of
cotton acreage has been abandoned: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Becretary of Agriculture be, and he is hereby,
authorized and directed to immediately confer with the commissioners
of n¥HGHIMre in the cotton-growing States and with the agricultural
agents of the various counties in said States and ascertain just what
in their opinion is the percentage of abandoned cotton acreage up io
July 1, 1822, Be it further

esolrved, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall publish said infor-
maiion in his fortheoming August the 1st crop-condition report.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
for a question, I notice that the Senator has fixed Julv 1 as
being the date after which little or no acreage is abandoned,
Does that cover the entire Cotton Belt?

Mr. HEFLIN, Oh, yes.

Mr. POMERENE. Why not say “during this season,” or
something of that kind?

od stand of cotton in many places and
ravages of the boll weevil in other sections of the cotton-
ave caused abandoned cotton acreage to be larger

creased
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Mr, SMOOT. That is, from December.81, 1921, “They have it
up to that date.

Mr, HEFLIN. Certainly; for this season,

Mr. POMERENE, Of course, I do not live in the Cotton Belt,
g0 am not entirely familiar with that; but it occurred to me
that the Senator is just as much interested in knowing whether
there was any acreage abandoned after July 1 'as he is'in know-
ing whether any was abandoned before July 1, because that 'is
what he wants. _

‘Mr. HEFLIN. The Secretary of Agriculture 'is already au-
thorized to make that report, and makes it on the 1st of De-
cember; but ‘'we are asking now that this information 'be given
to the publie, so that tL: public will know and the farmer will
‘have the benefit of the public knowing that he is not cultivating
as many acres in cotton as he planted in the spring of the year
and 'will not make as much cotton, because hundreds of 'thou-
sands of acres planted 1n cofton have been abandoned for va-
rious reasons,

Mr. POMERENE. 1 think that is a very good suggestion;
but it ought to be broad enough to include all acreage aban-
doned, whether it was abandoned before July 1 or after July 1.

Mr. HEFLIN. A report on that which is dabandoned after
July 1 is provided for now. T am asking thdt a report on aban-
doned cotton acreage be obtained and ~published by August 1
‘each year.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection
to the present consideration of the resolution.

Mr, SMOOT. Just a ‘moment, Mr. President. T want to ask
‘the ‘Senator from Alabama in all seriousness if he will not
withdraw the resolution now and put a limit upon the time

‘when ‘the investigation shall be made. T am quite sure, the
way the resolution reads, that there will be no limit at all, and

if the Senator gets the information called for it is going to

take months and months of time and a great deal of expense

to furnish it, and I know that is not what the Senator has in
mind.
Mr. HEFLIN. No. For the Senator's information, Myr.
‘President, since he does not live in a cotton-growing State——
Mr. SMOOT. I know about the cotton-growing States, how-
ever,

Mr, HEFLIN. T suggest to him that the resolution simply
provides that the Secretary of Agriculture shall have communi-
cations sent by mail to the commissioners of agriculture in the
cotton-growing States and the county agents in those States,,
asking them to give the information in their possession as to

the amount of cotton acreage already abandoned, and that in-

formation will be sent back through the mails and it will then

be given to the public in the August 1 crop-condition report.
‘Mr. SMOOT. 1If the Sendator is content with that statement,
1 have no objectlon to the resolution, but T will gay that the
resolution does not call for what the Senator wants,
Mr. HEFLIN. The resolution will get the information we
want, and T ask for its adoption, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the:

present consideration of the resolution? The Chair hears none,
The question is upon agreeing to the resolution.
The resolution as modified was agreed to.

DISTRIBUTION OF SPEECHES BY FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS.

he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the

ate a communication from the governor of the Federal Re-
serve Board, transmitting, pursuant to Senate Resolution 308,
letters from the Federal Reserve Banks of Minneapolis and
/Dallas relative to the circulation of a speech of Senator Grass
on the Federal reserve system. The communication will lie on
the table.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I was about fo suggest that per-
haps the communication ought to go to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency. i

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is advised that
it has been the understanding that these communications shall
lie on the table until they are all received, at which time they
will be properly disposed of.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes, sir; that is the understanding.

Mr. KING. I have no objection.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, T am obliged fo the Senator
from Utah for calling my attention to the matter which has
just been disposed of, and I should like to know whether thege
replies have been ordered printed in the Recorp.

Mr. HEFLIN. Not yet.

Mr. McLEAN. /I understand that it is the Senator’s pur-
pose to keep them on the table until he gets replies from ‘all
of the banks——

Mr. HEFLIN. Allof them.

Mr, ‘McLEAN. And then have them printed in the REcorp.

Mr. HEFLIN. And then let the Benate ilecide what disposi-
tion they will make of them. I may have objection ‘to some
portions of ‘them going into the Reconrp.

Mr. McLEAN. I-:shall not.

Mr, HEFLIN. I am satisfied the 'Senater will not.

Mr. McLEAN. On the contrary, ‘inasinuch as the Senator
from Alabama secured the passage of the resolution reguiring
these replies, I:shall expect that he will not object to their being
printed in the Recorp when they are received,

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to make some comments upon some
portions of the replies.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The communication has been
disposed of.

PHILADFLPHTA SESQUICENTENNIAL EXHIBITION.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr, President, House Joint
Resolution 170 was referred to the Committee on Commerce,
The prineipal object of the joint resolution seems to be to pro-
vide for an invitation on the part of the President to foreign
nations to participate in an international exposition to be held
in Philadelphia in 1926. 1 think it should properly go to the
Foreign Relations Committee. T ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Commerce may be discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of the joint resolution and that it may be
referred to the Committee on Foreign Ilelations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and that change of reference will be made.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. ROBINSON presented telegrams in 'the nature of peti-
tions from Bert Johnson, of Nashville, and ‘the Nashwille Cham-
ber of Commerce, in the State of Arkansas, praying for prompt
action by the Government to settle the railroad strike so that
peach and truck crops may be moved to market without 'loss,
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. PHIPPS presented petitions of the Governor of Colo-
rado, the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado,
and the Moffat Tunnel Commission, all of Denver, Colo., pray-
ing for full enforcement of the decree of the United States
Supreme Court relating to severance of the Central Pacific
Railway from the Southern Pacific Co. and opposing reopening
the question by legislative action, which svere referred to the

Committee on Interstate Cominerce.

Mr. JOHNSON presented memoridls of 262 citizens in the
State of California, remonstrating against the enactment of
legislation providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the
Distriet of Columbia, which were referred to the Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia.

Mr. SIMMONS presented a resolution of the Norih/ Caroling
Pine Box and Sheok Manufacturers’ Association, pretesting
against the proposed transfer of the Forest Service from the

Department of Agriculture to the /Interior Department, which

was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys,
He also presented a resolution of the Medical Society of the
Btate of North Carolina, favoring the passage of Honse Reso-

lution 258, providing for a select committee of 15 dectors in

the House of Representatives to Inquire into the subject of
narcotic addiction in the United States, etc., whieh was referred
to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented resolutions of the Christian ehurches of
Duke, N. C., favoring the granting of relief to the suffering
peoples of Armenia, which were referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

He also presented the memorial of Mrs. R. W, Hicks, president
of the North Carolina Sorosis, remonstrating against inclu-
sion of the food, tableware, and women's wear schedules in the
pending tariff bill, which was referred to the Committee on
Finance.

He also presented a petition of sundry eitizens of Duplin
County, N. C., praying for the enactment of legislation creating
a department of education, which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

/He also presented resolutions of Guilford Council, No. 23, of
High Point; New Bern Council, No. 520, of New Bern; anil
Greenshoro Council, No. 13, of Greenshoro, ull of the Junior
Order United American Mechanics; and Banner Council, No.
80, of Rocky Mount, and Raleigh Council, No. 83, of Raleigh,
both of the Sons and Daughters of Liberty, a!l in'the Btate of
North Carolina, favoring the enactment of legislation ereating a

| department of education, which were referred to the Committee

on Education and Labor.

‘Mr. CAPPER presented petitions of: members of the Argentine
High School, of Kansas City, and sundry citizens of Merriam,
all in the State of Kansas, praying for the enactment of legisla-
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tion creating a department of education, which were referred to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the chambers.of
commerce of Junction City and Kansas City, the Lindsborg
Commercial Club, of Lindsborg, and the Topeka Traffic Associa-
tion, of Topeka, all in the State of Kansas, favoring full en-
forcement of the decree of the United States Supreme Court
relating to severance of the Central Pacific IRailway from the
Southern Pacific Co., ete., which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce.

THURSTON W. TRUB,

Mr. ROBINSON, from the Commitiee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (8. 2084) for the relief of Thurston W.
True, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report
(No. 814) thereon, :

BILLS AND,JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED,

Bills. and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent; the second time, and referred
as follows:

DBy Mr. SMOQOT:

A bill (8. 3809) granting a pension, to Jane Z. Tolman; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. POINDEXTER :

A bill (8. 8810) providing for a readjustment of sales con-
tracts of Government houses in Bremerton and other points, in
Kitsap County, Wash.; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE:

A bill (S, 3811) to provide for the erection of a public build-
ing at Oakland, Alameda County, Calif.; to the Committee on
Public Bulildings and Grounds.

By Mr. COLT:

A bill (8, 8812) granting six montbs’ gratuity pay to Stan-
field A. and Elizabeth G. Fuller; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr, POINDEXTER :

A bill (8. 3813) anthorizing a decoratiogn for valor, to be
designated the military star; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. SMOOT:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 222) authorizing the Federal
Teserve Bank of St. Louis to enter into contracts for the erec-
tion of buildings for its head office and branches, and the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of San Francisco to enter into contracts for
the erection of a building for its branch office in Salt Lake
City, Utah; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS,

Mr. CALDER submitted an amendment authorizing improve-
ment work at Westchester Creek, N. Y.,.in accordance with
report submitted in Rivers and Harbors Committee Document
No. 8, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, and subject to
the conditions set forth in said docomens, intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 10766) authorizing the con-
struction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, fo
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the
industries of the United States, and for other purposes,

AMr. KING. Mr. President, I shall occupy but a short time,
because I know Senators are anxious to proceed with the con-
sideration of the schedule dealing with vegetable oils, which is
now before us; but the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc-
Lran] has discussed at considerable lengih a letter received by
me and presented to the Semate yesterday. The leiter was
written by a resident of the State of Connecticut who is in a
position to know of the facts to which he refers in his letter.

Mr. President, a few days ago, in speaking upon the tariff, I
said:

Mr. President, I repeat what I said a moment ago, that a large part
of the population working in the millg in the State of Connecticut was
forelgn. There were strikes in the mills and factories because of the
injustice which the mill owners perpetrated upon the laborers whom
they employed. 1 repeat, the Benator's State has grown rich. 1 do
not mean the great masses of the people have prospered or become rich,
but the predatory interests with which the Senator from Connecticut
iz alllied have grown rich. The Senator, believing in their economic
views, speaks for policies which they favor and for this bill, which they
indorse. When we come to the textile schedule we shall ind the able
Senator from Connecticut lifting his voice in protest against fair and
reasonable rates, He is willing that the favorites of the, Republican
Party, those faverites against whom Senator Dolliver inveighed, those
favorites against whom Theodore Roosevelt inveighed, those favorites
who have played the &ou.me in the past and who have prostituted the

taxing powers of the vernment for thelr enrichment, shall centinne
their illegal course

At this peint I was interrupted by the Senator from Missouri,
ang after a short colloguy, 1 proceeded:

Coming back to the guestion which I suggested a moment ago, I re-
peat that the manufacturers and the beneficiaries of the tariff system
who reside in the State of the Senator [rom Conpecticut, or who, if
they do not reside there, reside in New York or Boston or elsewhere
and have their factories in his Htate, have been willing to get cheap
labor-nnd-ﬂ;t it from over the.seas in order that they might increase
their swollen fortunes. The State of Conpnecticut, small, with but
limited agricultural resources, wilh no mineral wealth, and without
baving the advaotages that are possessed by many other States, has
directed Its attention l.axiely to manufactaring; and those_enﬁ?zed in
manufacturing have perceived that if they could get higher tarilf duties
and prevent competition from abroad they would be able to exploit the
American gmple b, -cha_rging them infinitely more. for their products
than would have to be paid under a legitimate competitive system,
Republicans of Connecticut have only done what Republicans—I am
speaking now of the brand of Republicans that Roosevelt denounced—
have done elsewhere.

A resident of the State of Connecticut, reading the address
which I made, and the colloquy between the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr, McLeAax] and myself, was prompted to write
me. the letter which I read in part yesterday, and to which
the Senator from Connecticut has just referred. Those who
have listened to the Senator will recall that he did not deny
what I stated and what was stated by Mr. O'Meara, the presi-
dent of the Federation of Labor, namely, that cheap labor had
been imported and employed in the mills and factories of
Connecticut, and that strikes and industrial disturbances bad
occurred because of the low wages which had been paid.

The Senator does not deny what was declared to be a fact
by Mr. O’'Meara, that men from Portugal and Spain had been
employed in his State, and because of their unforfunate sitna-
tion an appropriation had been made by the city council of
one of the cities for the purpose of sending them back to the
country from which they came,

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Utah yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. KING., I yield,

Mr. McLEAN. I did not deny it because I had no knowledge
on the subject. I stated to the Senator, however, that during
the war the overwhelming demand for munitions made in
Connecticut, and the fact that a good many of our own boys
were drafted and sent to the front, made it imperative for
our manufacturers to secure labor from every source possible
for the time being, and that after the war was over it may be
true that we had in the State a great many men who came
from outside—I do not know where. I stated to the Senator
that he would find we did everything we could to help those
people get employment outside or in the State, and in many
instances we kept our factories going at a loss for the ex-
press purpose of keeping those people in comfortable circum-
stances until they could get employment elsewhere,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, Mr. O'Meara corroborates, in
his statement. the observations which I made with respect to
the effect. of the protective tariff system as it applies to the
State of Connecficut. He, in effect, states that the perpetua-
tion of that system will result in a condition of servitude. He
states that there have been strikes and industrial disturbances,
notwithstanding the great profits which bave been made by
the manufacturers of the State of Connecticut.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I want the manufacturers to
prosper in order that they may pay high wages and maintain
the American standard of living. If there are any manufac-
turers in Conmecticut or anywhere else who do not do that, the
remedy does not lie in destroying eapital. The cure does not
lie in universal poverty., We can not help ourselves by de-
scending to the conditions which exist across the water, which
these people left in order to better themselves.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, no one was stuggesting an assanlt
upon capital. In my opinion, as I have said heretofore, the
greatest enemy capital has to-day is the selfishness and the
greed of some of the capitalists themselves. Some are not con-
tent with a legitimate and fair profit upon their investments.
I am not making an indictment of the capitalistic system or of
all capitalists, because I believe in private ownership of prop-
erty and in the right of owners to use their own property and
to enjoy the benefits arising therefrom. 1 am speaking, as I
said in that speech to which I referred, of the character of capi-
talists of whom Mr. Roosevelt spoke, of whom the distinguished
Senator who is now occupying the chair [Mr. Cusmamins] and
his illustrious colleagne, Senator Dolliver, now deceased, spoke
when they were discussing the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, those

capitalists who sought to impose tariff duties so high as to build*

up monopolies in the United States and to give them absolute
control of the domestic market and the prices of domestic
products,
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They were referring to the Steel Trust, which has made not
millions of dellars but hundreds of millions; the Steel Trust
which secures benefits in the bill before us and demands duties
upon steel products notwithstanding the fact that the steel in-
dustry of the United States can successfully compete with the
steel producers in every country in the world,

The steel manufacturers, and all other corporations and
individuals who seek to use the Government and the powers
of the Government to secure legislation to enable them to in-
crease the prices of their products, are their own enemies and
the enemies of capital. Our country has grown and prospered
under its free institutions, the Federal Constitution as well as
the State constitutions recognizing the right of individunals to
acquire property and to control it. I believe that our country
has grown and prospered because of the capitalistic system;
it would have failed in its high mission under communism or
the conflicting socialistic doctrines or the nationalization of the
industries of the country. I believe in an individualism that
gives a broad field for the genius and the enterprise of the
American people. But I am opposed to a tariff system that will
rivet upon the consuming masses the policies and the demands
of greedy corporations who are not satisfied with a fair and
legitimate profit upon their investments.

The State of Connecticut, as indicated by Mr. O'Meara, has
built up great industrial corporations, and those organizations
have employed pauper labor from overseas, and have paid
wages which have been so low, ad indicated by Mr. O'Meara,
as to threaten industrial servitude and have been provocative
of strikes and industrial disturbances.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the last statement made
by the Senator excites my curiosity. Does Mr. O'Meara state
what the wages were?

Mr., KING. No.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then how can the Senator say he states
they are so low that the employees can not live on them?

Mr. KING. I did not hear the Senator’s statement.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Why does the Senator make the as-
gertion, therefore, that the wages are pauper wages, if he does
not even know what the wages are?

Mr. KING. Does the Senator know what the wages are?

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; I donot; but the Senator is making
some affirmative statements, and I am seeking information.

Mr, KING, I will state to the Senator that I do not know

- specifically what the wages are, but I do know——

Mr, WADSWORTH. Does the Senator know generally what
they are?

Mr. KING. Will the Senator permit me to conclude my
sentence? That wages paid in manufacturing plants of Con-
necticut at times have been so low as to be provoeative of
strikes and industrial disturbances, and, as the Senator will
recall, in the investigations which were made when there were
strikes a few years ago, it was shown that women, and even
little children, were either compelled to work or did work in
many factories and mills because the earnings of the husbands
and the fathers were insufficient to meet the necessities of the
family.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have no recollection of any such inci-
dents, nor do I remember the investigation. To what investiga-
tion does the Senator refer?

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that both in Rhode Island
and in Connecticut there were strikes a few years ago in the
textile mills and plants.

Mr. WADSWORTH. ™ I am speaking of Connecticut. ‘I have
no recollection of the strikes in Connecticut to which the Senator
refers.

Mr. KING. I have a recollection that there were strikes in
both Rhode Island and in Connecticut. There have been strikes
in textile plants and in steel plants and many of these great
manufacturing institutions of the United States.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am speaking of Connecticut. I want
the Senator to give the information to which he has alluded,
but which he apparently does not specify. In what city and in
what industry and in what corporation were these pauper wages
paid?

Mr. KING. I can not state to the Senator offhand——

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 thought not.

Mr. KING. But I shall put in the Recorp to the full satis-
faction of the Senator, before this debate ends, data which will
support the statement of Mr. O'Meara, and the statement which
I have made, that the wages paid in the textile mills of Con-
necticut were so low as to be insufficient for the proper support
of the families of the men who labored there, and I will put in
the Recorp facts to show the Senator that in textile mills not
only men work, but in many instances the mothers and some of
the children have worked.

Mr. WADSWORTH. When the Senator gets all this informa-
tion, which is going to be so interesting

Mr. KING. I do not know whether it will be interesting to
the Senator. I think it will not be interesting to the super-
cilious Senator from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I thank the Senator for his observa-
tion. I am merely seeking the truth. I did not realize that a
seeker after the truth should be called supercilions; but I hope
that when the Senator does put this interesting information,
of which he has none to-day——

Mr. KING. The Senator from New York is entirely in
error,

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have not been able to get any of it
from the Senator. I hope that when he does put it in the
Recorp he will also ascertain and put in the Recorp the com-
parative wages paid in Connecticut and the wages paid in other
States to show whether Connecticut has thus fattened at the
expense of the many and for the benefit of the few, and whether
or not it has been the rule in the State of Connecticut to pay
pauper wages under a protective tariff system.

Mr. KING. I am sure the Senator will not be interested in
all of that information, and if it is a matter of so much interest
to the Senator, with his prodigious capacity for work, I
suggest that he embark upon this enterprise himself.

Mr, McLEAN. I shall be deeply interested, myself, in the
replies which the Senator gets to the question of the Senator
from New York. The Senator from New York is a very able
Senator, very industrious and very capable in seeking statis-
tieg, but I do not think he will succeed in finding anything to
corroborate the charges of the Senator from Utah.

Mr. KING. We will leave that for the public to determine, if
they should be sufficiently interested in the controversy between
the Senator from New York and myself.

I read again what was stated by Mr. O'Meara, the presldenl:
of the Federation of Labor of the State of Connecticut, where
he says, speaking of the system which obtains in Connecticut—
that system if permitted to continue will have the serf and slave sys-
tem that existed in the South before the Civil War beaten all to atoms,

Your statement of the employment of the cheap-wage foreigmer in
the State of Conmnecticut s so true that, as I read the speech, I was
thinking whether or not your information came as if you were a resi-
dent of Commnecticut.

This gentleman was born in the State of Connecticut and
knows full well, as he states in his letter, “of the conditions
whereof I write, and if either one of the Senators from Connee-
ticut will deny any of the statements that I have written about
I will gladly furnish them to you in affidavit form to back
them up.”

So, Mr. President, we will bave the president of the Federation
of Labor of the State of Connecticut furnishing, I have no doubt,
ample evidence to support the contention which he makes and
to justify the statements which I make. The Senator himself
has admitted that poor people from Spain and Portugal were
employed

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President—

Mr, KING. And that they were sent back by appropriation
from a municipality.

Mr, McLEAN. I do not see why the Senator should reiterate
an admission that I have never made. The Senator knows that
I said that I did not contradict that statement because I had
no knowledge on the subject.

Mr, KING. Then I modify it; the Senator does not deny
the statement,

Mr. McLEAN. I have no knowledge on the subject, and where
I have no knowledge I do not deny.

Mr, KING. I put the statement of Mr. O’'Meara against the
negative attitude of the Semator from Connecticut.

Mr. McLEAN. Where I have no facts I do not assert.

Mr. KING. The Senator does not dare deny it——

Mr. McLEAN. I do not follow the example set by the Sena-
tor from Utah.

Mr. KING. The Senator does not dare deny it.

Mr. McLEAN, What?

Mr. KING. Has not the Senator listened to what I have just
been reading, what he is contradicting?

Mr. McLEAN. I do not deny that during the war we em-
ployed men from Portugal. Is that the point? No; I do not
deny it. I do not know anything about it; and if it is true, it
is of no consequence,

Mr. KING. Of course it would not be of any consequence to
the Senator. I would not claim it was of any consequence to
the Senator.

Mr. McLEAN, I fancy that there are men in Utah who were
not born there.

Mr. KING. I do not know the pertinency of that observation,

Mr. McLLEAN. T hope they have something to do.
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Mr. KING. I was contending, in the speech which the Sen-
ator has attacked, that the tariff system, as it has been devised
and applied by the Republican Party, has benefited and enriched
a limited number, and that schedules have been drawn in the
interest of predatory trusts, and I aver that schedules in this
bill have been dictated by interests which are demanding of
the people prices for their products that are inequitable and
unjust,

I called attention to the fact that industrial disturbances and
strikes had oceurred because of the low wages paid, and Mr.
O'Menra says:

Your statement on page 6562—

Speuking of the REcoRD—
relative to this State having industrial disturbances is as troe as any
words t-.m::ll:uzl from the mouth of man., I do bope that on account of
the position in the life of the community that I hold that you will
not feel that I am entirely biased in my claims, for I have Plant? of
letters in my office from employers of labor, large and small, in this
E]t;:gmtelian ng the writer for the falrmess that I have entertained at

Now, Mr. President, the matter under consideration this
morning is only important as it is a manifestation of the effect
of a vicious tariff system., No one who is asking for a fair and
reasonable tariff that will afford reasonable revenue to aid in
meeting the expenses of the Government can be charged with
making an assault upon capital. Democrats believe that capital
shiould have full opportunity for legitimate investment. They
are opposed to socialism. They are oppesed to governmental
regtrictions which would hamper and impede legitimate develop-
ment and progress. But the Democratic Party is opposed to
the prostitution of the taxing powers of the Government and
their utilization by certain industries in order to enrich those
who are engaged in such industries.

1 shall vote for a tariff that will give to the Government ade-
quate revenue. I shall not vote against a tariff bill because it
may afford incidental protection if I believe that the rates are
fair and just and will raise a reasonable amount of revenue.
Buot I shall not vote for any tariff measure, the sole purpose or
the prineciple of which is to transfer from the pockets of the
mausses into the pockets of the few the earnings of the people.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr, President——

Mr. KING, I yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr., McLEAN. The Senator said he weuld vete for an ade-
quate tariff or a tariff that would provide adequate revenue.
We need $4,000,000,000, as the Senator knows,

Mp. KING. Of course I did not mean that we should raise
all revenues from tariff duties. No one ever suggested such a
preposterous thing, particularly when the Republicans are in
power. The policy of the Republican Party is to derive but
little revenue from the tariff, by cutting off importations, in
order that the domestic manufacturers and producers may have
a practical monopoly of the domestic market. I am in favor of
a legitimate tariff such as the Underwood tariff law, and I
would be in favor of supplementing that by a sane and reason-
able revenue law that wonld require wealth and the various
indnstries of the country and the other proper sources of taxa-
tion to contribute what would be fair and just to meét the
expenges of the Government economically administered.

Mr, McLEAN. The revenue received from the income tax in
1921 was $1,000,000,000 less than it was in 1920, My idea is
that the best way to alleviafte existing conditions and reduce
the per ecapita tax is to restore the purchasing power of the
American people and increase our incomes so that the income
tax returns will not drop a billion dollars a year.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the last sentence of the Senator
ijs a statesmanlike observation. The difference between the
Senator and myself is that he suggests a method of accom-
plishing that desirable end which I think will not bring it
about. He believes that in order to restore, as he calls it,
prosperity we must cut off all or practically all imports and
give the domestic producer a monopoly of the domestic market.
I regard that as a foolish, an unwise course. I would in-
creuse production, expand our foreign trade and commerce,
give to ecapital fair returns upon investments, afford it a
full and fair opportunity for development, remove hampering
governmental restrictions, give labor ample reward for its
gervices, and place this Republic in a position to lead the world
morally, financially, and in all movements which make for
world peace and prosperity.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I desire to consume about 10
minutes’ time of the Senate to discuss what appeals to me to
be an outstanding feature of the tariff bill, one which appears
in the bill and is provided for as reported by the committee,
whieh has not yet been reached in the ordinary way, but which
I believe should be given consideration even before it is reached
because of its paramount importauce.

I refer to that section of the bill which provides for elastiecity
of a tion of the tariff law and which provides discre-
tionary power likewise in the administration of the law. I
may say very frankly that if the tariff bill in its final form fails
to provide, otherwise than through congressional action, some
method through which individual schedules ean be revised,
downward as well as upward, as circnmstances and investiga-
tion should warrant, I can not vote for it. I am making this
declaration thus early, as I do not wish my possible position
later to be misunderstood.

I am a firm believer in some elasticity in the administration
of a tariff law. The abnormal trade conditions of to-day and
the acecompanying mnecessity for continually revising economie
business relations makes it absolutely impossible for any tariff
law to long meet situations which are changing so rapidly, It
is unthinkable, especially in view of the time consumed in the
consideration of this bill, that Congress should be the only
authority permitted to readjust tariff schedules.

At the best, because of lack of technieal knowledge, Congress
is poorly equipped, and, anyhow, there are too many other
problems the solution of whieh the country demands at our
hands. I freely admit my lack of knowledge as to the wisdom
of many of the schedules I have voted on during the considera-
tion of this measure. I think it is perfectly fair to assume that
there is not a Senator who would for one moment claim he
conld vote with anything like comprehensive knowiledge of the
effect of a majority of the schedules.

Of eourse, Senators on either side of the Chamber have their
convictions as to general policy, whieh I do mot criticize, but
the individual raising or lowering of rates I must assume have
been the result of study and investigation upon the part of the

‘committee. Generally speaking, I have followed the recom-

mendations of the committee. I have questioned their wisdom
in a number of cases, but in the final analysis I have felt that a
committee spending weeks and meonths studying details of trade,
receiving reports from experts and governmental bodies ap-
pointed for the purpose, should of necessity be better informed
than I eould possibly expect to be. So therefore it has been
my policy, as stated, usually to support the committee.

However, repeat that 1 am not entirely satisfied—far from
it—with the bill as presentied, and I would not feel justified in
voting for it if I felt that all these schedules were to remain
hard and fast until some future Congress again undertook a
revision of the tariff.

1 have always felt that legislative authority or responsibility
consisted, or at least should consist, mainly of formulating
policies and not dealing so much in details of administration,
The latter power, to be successfully applied, must not be too
greatly circumscribed and much latitude should be delegated to
others, Again, may I repeat, with all respect, that this Con-
gress, or no other Congress, is equipped to enact scientific
tariff schedules and that to properly serve the country they
should be flexible. If delegated power is badly admipistered,
Congress always has the power to revoke or repeal such au-
thority.

Democratic criticism of the bill has not, generally speaking,
greatly influenced me, because it has so frequently been fol-
lowed by glaring inconsistencies. Our friends on the other side
of the aisle admit that fundamentally they are opposed to the
policy of protection. Fundamentally 1 favor the policy of pro-
tection and firmly believe the history of the prosperity of the
country in the past in every way justifies such a conviction.

That even Democratic approval or disapproval, however, is
largely influenced by local or sectional conditions and, con-
victions as to policy goes to the four winds is amply demon-
strated and emphasized by many Democratic votes for an in-
creased tariff where the commodity or product was locally pro-
duced. Apparently it is not very difficult for an ardent Demo-
cratic free trader to snddenly become a shouting protectionist
if local interests are affected.

It only all goes to prove if a tariff bill is to be equally fair
to producer and consumer alike, some less directly interested
agency than Congress must be delegated with greater power.

I look forward to the day when Oengress will not be so
jealous of its prerogatives and will adopt a policy which will
provide for a bipartisan commission of trade and production
experts delegated with real authority to prepare and administer
tariff bills, As international trade expands, as the various
countries of the worid are brought closer together because of
trade necessities and transportation developments, =0 the poa-
sibility of a tariff bill lasting as an effective measure longer
than it takes to write it becomes more and more remote.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, will my colleague
suffer an interruption?

Mr. EDGE. I yield to my colleazue. .
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Senator is familiar, probably,
with an amendment which I have proposed to the pending bill
providing for an enlargement of the Tariff Commission in
numbers, increase of salaries, and added powers to give them
the authority to recommend to Congress certain rates based
upon the difference in the conversion costs here and abroad or
in the competing countries, and where the conversion costs
in the competing country can not be found to take the landed
selling cost for an article as compared with the domestic whole-
sale selling price, the commission to report to Congress their
conclusions and leave Congress free to act.

As I understand the Senator’s position, he not only approves
of that amendment and that policy, but he goes further and
is in favor of empowering that governmental agency actually
to fix the rates. Am I correct in that assumption?

Mr. EDGE. Not entirely. I do not think it would be con-
stitutional for an agency of that character to fix rates. I am
in hearty sympathy, let me say, with the proposed amendment
of my colleague, providing for a nonpartisan or bipartisan
commission of experts to consider tariff rates. But, I go a
step further, as my colleague suggests, by indorsing the pro-
vision now appearing in the pending bill, which provides that
the President of the United States shall have a certain lati-
tude in lowering or raising tariff schedules upon such in-
formation as he deems wise and proper, and upon the promul-
gating of a proclamation to that effect. So I am, to an extent,
combining the features of his proposed amendment with the
additional, as I view it, necessary power fo give some latitude,
so far as it can be done constitutionally, to some official of the
Government.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I should like to
get a little more definite information from the colleague of
the Senator who has the floor concerning his amendment, with
the permission of the junior Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. EDGE. 1 yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The present commission, as I
understand the matter, i8 authorized to ascertain the difference
in the cost of production here and abroad, and it is undertak-
ing to do so and to give that information to the Senate so far as
it has been able to secure it. If I understand the amendment
offered by the senior Senator from New Jersey, it merely
amplifies the powers given to the commission to the extent
that it authorizes them to recommend the rate.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. To give that information and those
facts which impel their findings.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am simply endeavoring to find
out how much additional authority is given to the commigsion
by the amendment proposed by the senior Senator from New
Jersey. The present commission is authorized expressly by
the act creating it to determine the difference in the cost of
production here and abroad in the case of each duty. Tt is not
anthorized to recommend what rate ought to be imposed. Is
there amy additional power granted to the commission by the
amendment proposed by the Senator?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Most certainly. In addition to the
powers which the commission already has, the amendment pro-
vides a fundamental principle for ascertaining the tariff rates
based upon the difference in the conversion cost here and
abroad; that is, the difference in the production cost. I am
not going into that. I sbhall do so when the amendment is
before the Senate. Nevertheless, it provides for ascertaining
the difference in the two costs of production and gives power
to the commission to call in advisory committees; in other
wordy, it lifts from the present Finance Committee of the Sen-
ate the burden of the hearings, but provides that all the facis
analyzed which would appear from the hearings of those com-
mittees, whether brought out by manufacturers interested in
industry or importers or consumers or transportation men, shall
be reported to the Congress, together with the findings.

The amendment goes further than that, and confers a power
which they do not now have, and that is, where the conversion
costs or the production costs can not be ascertained, that they
shall take the landed selling price of the foreign article and
the domestic wholesale selling price, which can be obtained, and
that they shall submit with the facts so ascertained their find-
ings as to what the tariff rates should be.

Mr. EDGE, Mr, President, I wish to be courteous, but I
should really like to proceed with my remarks and conclude
them.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I really do not want to infringe
upon the Senator's time. .

Mr. EDGE. I will be glad to extend every possible courtesy
to my colleague.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 1 thank the Senator for his cour-
tesy. He has studied the subject in which I am deeply inter-
ested, and I wish to understand his position.

Mr. EDGE. I know my colleague is prepared to debate the
amendment which he has offered in detail at a later date.

Mr. President, returning to the bill before the Senate, I
regret somewhat that the President is called upon to assume
this additional responsibility and burden, because I feel the
Chief Executive has sufficient to do as it is, but under existing
conditions it would seem impossible to place it elsewhere for the
present. The President, of course, can not carry on the work
personally, and will therefore undoubtedly depend upon a tri-
bunal whose duty it will be to obtain the facts and which will
not be governed alone by political party traditions, be they free
trade or protection, but whose administration and advice will
be first influenced by trade and industrial facts. .

As the Government has insisted on assuming control of prac-
tically all business activities, then the Government owes it to
business to give prompt decisions as to governmental policy.
A tariff bill is the very foundation of business development.

This is possibly a bit aside from my discussion, but I some-
times feel that the present tendency toward investigation, regu-
lation, and at times participation is destroying business ini-
tiative. Men feel it is useless to endeavor to develop pos-
sible resources because of uncertainty as to the Government's
position.

It is all very well to fry to prescribe a formula for business,
but ofttimes I feel that the present determination to control and
police every endeavor is resulting in a type of inertia that in
the final analysis means plenty of theory in Washington but a
national insolvency which will result in final disintegration and
disaster.

Now, if on top of this we pass a tariff bill the subsequent ad-
ministration of which demonstrates that while it affords ample
protection it is unnecessarily destructive of American export
business, there must be some authority to make quick altera-
tions rather than to await the slow process of congressional
action.

Referring to the necessity for elasticity in tariff schedules,
President Harding on December 6, 1921, on the convening of
the present session, when delivering his message to the Con-
gress, made his position in this regard perfectly clear in the
following langnage:

Every contemplation, it lttje matters in which direction one turns,
maznlﬂes the difficulty of tariff legislation, but the necessity of the re-
vision is magnified with it. Doubtless we are justified in seeking a more
flexible policy than we have provided heretofore. 1 hope a way will be
found to make for flexibility and elasticity, so that rates may be ad-
justed to meet unvsual and chamging conditions whiech can not be
aceurately anticipated. There are li;ob ems incident to unfair practices,
and to exchanges which madness money have made slmoa? unsoly-
able, I know of no manner in which to effect this flexibility other
than the extension of the powers of the Tariff Commission, so that it
f“ adapt itself to a sclentific and whole just administration of the
aw.

I am not unmindful of the constitutional difficulties, These can be
met by giving authority to the Chief Executive, who could proelaim
additional dutles to meet conditions which the Congress may designate,

At this point T must disavow any desire fo enlarge the Executive's
g)wer or add to the responsibilities of the office.

. If there were any other plan I would prefer it.

he grant of authority to proclaim would necessarily bring the Tariff
Commission into new and enlarged activities, because no Executlve
could discharge such a duty except upon the information aecquired and
recommendations made by this commission. But the plan is feasible,
and the proper tunctionlni,' of the board would give us a better admin-
istration of a defined policy than ever can be made possible by tarlff
duties preseribed without tlexibility.

Again, I quote from the same message: .

In this proposed flexibllity, authorizing increases to meet conditions
so likely to chn.nfe, there should also be provision for decreases. A
rate may be just to-day and entirely out of proportion six months from
to-day. If our tariffs are to be made equitable and not necessarily
burden our imports and hinder our trade abroad, frequent adjustment
will be necessary for years to come. Knowing the impossibility of
modification by act of Congress for anyone or a score of lines without
involving a long array of schedules, I think we shall go a long ways
toward stabilization if there is recognition of the Tariff Commission's
fitness to recommend urgent changes by proclamation.

A number of Senators, in criticizing the pending bill have
suggested that it be returned to the committee to be rewritten.
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forierte] only last week
gave this necessity as his viewpoint. But how would such action
result in any great fundamental change of policy? Many
amendments have from time to time been suggested by the
committee since the bill has been before the Senate, but there is
no indication that a majority of the committee would make the
revolutionary changes apparently demanded by some of the
critics. It all comes back to the policy suggested by the Presi-
dent, with which policy I am in absolute agreement. There
never will be a really scientific tariff bill produced unless its

They are already too
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groundwork, at least, is predicated upon the investigation of
nonpartisan interests where sectional demands can not have the
controlling effect.

Personally, while fully subscribing to the policy of protection
as measured by the honest difference between the cost of pro-
duction at home and abroad, plus a reasonable profit, I recog-
nize that the problem is more involved to-day than ever before
in the history of the counfry. I am one of those who con-
fidently believe it is absolutely essential to encourage and de-
velop American export business if we are to reach anywhere
near the maximum of prosperity necessary to increase employ-
ment and, naturally with it, contfentment at home. During my
short career in the Senate I have very frequently presented this
view and endeavored to suggest constructive legislation to help
develop export trade. I recognize fully that trade can not alone
go in one direction ; that if we are to be permitted to export we
must import; that if we sell we must buy; and that to-day
European countries can hardly reimburse us through any other
agency than by an exchange of goods. I believe such exchange
ghould be encouraged, and encouraged on a much larger scale
than trade reports register at the present time. 1 recognize
that embargoes and too heavy duties operate against a cor-
rection of this condition; but I recognize likewise that positive
and distinet discrimination should be made by us as to what
commodities we will permit to make up the volume of our im-
ports and those which it is. inimical to our domestic interests to
encourage, I feel that Congress is hardly equipped clearly to
balance the necessity of these discriminations, and it makes
me all the more positive that other agencies, purely American
agencies, must be employed. I have often said we can not have
the cake and the penny both. We must sell a certain propor-
tion of our farm and manufactured products abroad if our peo-
ple are to be employed, and, conversely, we must receive from
the other gide certainly products not too directly in competition
with our own.

Therefore, I repeat, the passage of this hard and fast tarift
bill, without opportunity for certain elasticity of rates, might
prove a national ealamity. As much as I realize in many cases
the necessity for higher schedules for our farm and factory
products, I feel that I would fail in my duty if I finally sup-
ported a measure which, while it unquestionably provides much
needed protection, still might result in a further diminution of
our trade with the world, so necessary to the prosperity of every
class of citizenship. i

A tariff which, while affording better protection, still results
primarily and practically in a general raise of prices at home,
without a corresponding encouragement of world's trade, nar-
rows our possibility for development to a trade confined to our-
gelves, which is not, in my judgment, a real interpretation of
a broad and enlightened protective policy or a lasting solution
of our economic {lls.

Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. President, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr, McLean] in his speech this morning told us about fac-
tories being closed down and wages being reduced in Connecti-
cut, and attributed that condition to the competition of Ger-
many, I thought while the distingnished Senator was speaking
of how the deadly deflation policy operated and how much ruin
it wrought even to some interests in his State. Not a word
did the Senator say about that, but he offers as a cure for all
ills the high protective tariff of the Republican Party. He told
us the value of the articles manufactured in a year in his State;
he gave us figures as to production, running up into the hun-
dreds and hundreds of millions of dollars,

Mr. President, a considerable portion of the manufacturers
of the State of Connecticut consist of cotton goods, the raw
material of which is raised by the cotton producers of my
State and section at starvation prices and bought by the
spinners of Connecticut at a price away below the cost of pro-
duct.on. The Senator did not mention the cotton industry, but
talked of what his State produces in the way of manufactured
articles,

Every time, Mr. President, we approach the vital issue before
this country, which is the matter of properly administering
the greatest banking system in the world, we find the shrewd
Republican leaders dodging and going around the main issue.
They do not want the people to be informed upon that gques-
tion; they do not want the people to know that money and
credits are as essential to the life of their business as air and
water are to the life of the human be ng. They are moving
heaven and earth now to have the present governor of the
Federal Reserve Board reappointed. Such a propaganda has
never been carried on as that which is going on in the country
now. Business men’s clubs and bankers’ conventions are being
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- Harding.

asked to indorse him for reappointment; and not long ago,
strange to say, Mr. President, the great Harvard University
conferred upon him the degree of LL, D.

HARVARD AND HARDING.

Mr, President, the most remarkable instance of a slight-of-
hand performance perhaps ever witnessed in our country was
that presented not long ago by the faculty of Harvard Univer-
sity when, with perfect control over their risibilities and with-
out moving a muscle or batting an eye, they conferred the de-
gree of LL.D. on W. P. G. Harding, [Laughter.] Horatius at
the bridge and Leonidas at Thermopyl®e never displayed such
grim boldness and reckless daring as did the members of the
Harvard faculty when, in defiance of the pride and interest
of her honored living and in utter disregard for the memory
of her illustrious dead, they conferred the degree of LL.D. on
W. P. G. Harding. [Laughter.]

Oh, Mr. Presiaent, Columbus discovered America, but I am
persuaded to believe that if he had known that such a travesty
upon the proprieties attaching to a great American institution
of learning would one day be perpetrated here, he would have
permitted the legend “ Ne plus ultra "—No more beyond—to
remain upon the scroll of the Spanish coin around the pillars
of Hercules.

Theodore Roosevelt, a brilliant graduate of Harvard in her
better and brighter days, used fto carry a big stick and terrorize
big erooks; but the fates spared him the dreadful ordeal of see-
ing and hearing the money changers of Wall Street chuckle
when Harvard conferred the degree of LL. D. on W. P. G.
[Laughter.]

Verily, LL. D. degrees are in greater abundance at Harvard
now than ever before, and those in control of them far more
careless and indifferent as to their disposition than ever were
their illustrious predecessors.

If there are any others who served Wall Street financiers
through the Federal Reserve Board's ruinous deflation policy
who feel that they, too, are entitled to a Harvard degree of
LL. D., the same as W. P. G. [laughter], I respectfully refer
them to Mr. F. H, Curtiss, intimate and influential friend of the
faculty at Harvard and a prominent member of the committea
of economic research of that institution. In addition to his
close and potential connection with Harvard® University he is
now, by appointment at the hands of W. P. G. Harding, chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, at a salary of
218,000 a year.

Mr, President, we can not escape the conclusion that it was
deemed advisable to secure for W. P. G. a Harvard degree of
LL. D. [laughter] to help Wall Street in its efforts to get him
reappointed governor of the Federal Reserve Board.

O tempora, O mores !

Shades of Oliver Wendell Holmes, Emerson, and Lowell !

Come back, O spirits of the cultured and mighty dead, and
restore the equilibrium of the Harvard of other days.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I want to speak very briefly
on the subject of vegetable oils.

Very frankly, I should like to see all of these oils placed upon
the free list. When I say “these oils,” I mean cottonseed oil,
coconut oil, peanut oil, and soya-bean oil. These oils are both
edible and nonedible ; that is, certain qualities of them are edible
and certain of them are not edible.

These oils enter not only into the industrial life of the coun-
try but into the domestic life of the country as well; and if I
understand the amendment which has been proposed by the
Finance Comimittee it is to pluce these oils substantially on the
free list so far as they enter into the manufacturing of articles
which are not used for food purposes.

I am glad they have made that concession. I do unot think the
average citizen realizes the extent to which these oils are con-
sumed in this country in manufacturing purposes., I am going
to discuss this question rather from the standpoint of the soap
makers of the country.

In the State of Ohio there are 27 large soap manufacturers
who use these oils. There are more smaller ones, but there
are 27 that may be regarded as large soap producers, The
largest of these, of course, is the Procter & Gamble Co., of Cin-
cinnati, manufacturers of Ivory soap. This company manu-
faeture coconut oil. To some extent they would be benefited
by having coconut oil put on the dutiable list. They are not
asking for it, however. They realize that with their mill mak-
ing coconut oil it would be an advantage to them over their
competitors, but they are taking the larger view, the national
view of this tariff question so far as it relates to their business,
The coconut o 1 which these companies use is very largely pro-
duced in the Philippines, There is one coconut-oil mill that I
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gpeak of here in the United States, and it is owned by the
Procter & Gamble Co.

Other Senators have indieated in what they have said the
large extent to which these ¢ils are used. The soap goes into
every family and every household. Not only are the manufac-
turers of the soaps opposed to the duty on these oils but the
laundries as well. I have a very large number of letters and
other communications, partly oral and partly in telegrams,
bearing upon this subject; and, as I now recall, nearly all of
them protest against these high rates of duty, because if they
are imposed they are going to add substantially to the cost of
production, and they are going to add largely to the cost to the
consumer, -

The rate on coconut oil under the Senate bill is 4 cents; under
the House bill 2 cents; under the emergency act it was 20 cents
a gallon; under the Underwood Aect it was free of duty, and
go it was under the Payne-Aldrich Act,

Cottonseed oil under the Senate bill is made dutiable at 3
cents a pound, under the House rate 2 cents a pound, under
the emergency act 20 cents a gallon, and under the Underwood
Act and the Payne-Aldrich Act it is free.

Peanut oil under the Senate bill is dutiable at 4 cents a
pound, under the House rate 2} cents a pound, under the emer-
gency act 26 cents a gallon, under the Underwood Act 6 cents
a gallon, and under the Payne-Aldrich Act free.

Soya-bean oil under the Senate bill is dutiable at 8 cents per
pound, nnder the House rate 2 cents per pound, under the emer-
gency act 20 cents a gallon, under the Underwood Act and the
Payne-Aldrich Act free.

The Senate Finance Committee in substance provides that
these oils may come in free when they enter into the manu-
facture of soaps, and possibly when used for some other manu-
facturing purposes; but if they are to be used in the manufac-
turing of substitutes for butter, such as oleomargarine, then
they are to be taxed.

Let me see if I ean present this matter as it appeals to me.

I realize the selfishness at the basis of many of these rates,
and it is pure, unadulterated selfishness, On the other hand,
perhaps it may be said in some sense of the word that those
who advocate that these oils be placed upon the free list are
prompted in part by a selfish feeling, That may be so, but it
seems to me that we ought to look at this matter from the
national viewpoint; so I have been trying to find out in my
own mind, if I could, a reason for putting these oils upon the
free list when they enter into the manufacture of soaps and
putting them on the dutiable list when they enter into the
manufacture of edibles, K

Reduced to its final analysis, the proposition means this:
“Yes; we agree that cleanliness is next to godliness, and for
that reason we think that for laundry purposes and for teilet
purposes the people should have soap free of duty, and in order
that it may be furnished more cheaply to the public we are
going to put these raw materials npon the free list, so that the
workingman, with his family, ean get his soaps made out of
oilg that are on the free list; but Heaven forbid that his family
should be permitted to use oleomargarine or anything else that
is used for edible purposes without paying a tax!”

That is the situation. I suspect that the duty is going to be
retained on these oils in so far as they are used for edible
purposes; but it having been conceded that oils which are used
in the manufacture of soaps for toilet and laundry purposes
should be on the free list, I can not understand why the plain
citizen and his wife and children should not be permitted to
use the same oils in an edible form without paying a tax.
That is as it appeals to me; and I am not going to take the
time of the Senate to dwell upon the matter further., I could
go into details. I have a lot of statistics here before me. I
could consume several hours of the Senate’'s time in discussing
this matter, but I think I have presented my thoughts in this
very brief way, and they will be understood and perhaps as
much attention paid to them as if I talked for several hours
more and gave all this detailed information.

For these reasons, thus briefly stated, I shall vote to have
these oils put on the free list if I have the opportunity. If I
do not have that opportunity, I shall vote to have them placed
on the free list to the extent permitted by the Finance Com-
mittee,

COLUMBIA BASTN IERIGATION PROJECT.

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr, President, I report back
favorably from the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation
the bill (8. 3808) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
investigate and report to Congress upon the Columbia Basin
irrigation project. I call the attention of my colleague to this
report. y

Mr. POINDEXTER. 1 ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of the bill. It calls for an investigation and
report by the Secretary of the Interior.
hiEhe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the

The Assistant Secretary read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior 1s authorized
and directed to investigate and report as early as possible, and not
later than the 1st day of January, 1924, on the essential features of
the tﬂmm&ed Columbla Basin irrigation projeet referred. to in the act
of the Legislature of the State of Washington entitled “An act pro-
viding for the survey of the Columbia Basin Irrigation project, crea ing
a commission therefor, deﬂnlnf its ers and duties, and making an
appropriation, and ring that this act shall take effect immedi-
a e!é. approved March 1, 1919, in the following particulars:

Its water supply and the permanency and m&dency thereof ; the
approximate watershed from which said water supply is to be derived
and what, if any, natural reservoirs, such as lakes, are available for
the storing of surplus waters for the irrigation of the land, the reclama-
tion of whieh is contemplated by the said aect, and any other lands
capable of being irrigated by the waters to be comserved thron such
project in the said State of Washington or any other State; the char-
acter of the climate as it affects the agricultural development of the
said land ; the transportation facilities available therefor; the pros-
pects and means of settlement; the engineering features of the pro-
posed project, stating point of diversion of the water to be used in
the sald project and from what streams; the principal dam or dams
which may be needed therefor and the general location, nature, length,
and charaeter of such aqueducts or canals as may be necessary for
conwglnj the waters to the lands to be irrigated thereby; the cost
and feasibility from an engineerinf and physical standpoint of such
work as may required to accomplish tire purposes of the said projeet,
both in the aggregate and the ultimate cost per acre to the land to be
henefited thereby; and the views of the commission as to the ral
benefits to be derived from the completion of the said project in the
way of markets for manufactured products, of inereased agricultural
production, of opportunities for home building, and the effeet of the
same, both upon the communities immediately affected and upon the
Nation at large, and such other matters as in the judgment of the said
Becre tmry may be of Importance and pertinent to the proposed develop-
ment.

Epc. 2. That for the
act there is hereby sum:?ﬁ;mn%ﬁ?gﬁgﬁﬂtrg& l;;aﬂ;l 1?1’33: °fn‘3:Z
EX0RMIca undes. the dieciion ot the Hereiiey ooty Moyt be
mél such investigations, studic£ and reportm 2 e m b

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the bill?

i)}:{r. McCUMBER. I will not object, if it does not involve
debate.
thM;.mOVERMAN. I would like to have the Senator explain

o .

Mr. POINDEXTHER. Mr. President, this is a bill directing
the Secretary of the Interior to make an investigation of this
irrigation project and report to Congress. It appropriates noth-
ing, but authorizes an appropriation of $100,000 to carry out
the investigation. .

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question? Does not that come under reclamation work now
being done, and is there not a board or commission to investigate
and report on such matters?

Mr, POINDEXTER. This is a speeial bill

Mr. CARAWAY. I know it is; but is there not a board to
report upon this very question of irrigation and reclamation?

Mr. POINDEXTER. No; there is not, There is a Recla-
mation Service in the Interior Department. The Secretary of
the Inferior would have that bureau available to aid him in
this investigation.

Mr. CARAWAY. What is the reason why this particular
project should be picked out and have a special investigation
made of it when we have the bureaun for general investigations?

Mr. POINDEXTER. There is a law requiring action by
Congress before any irrigation project ean be adopted. This
burean has no authority to make either investigations or
reports, or to approve projects without the special authorization
of Congress.

Mr. CARAWAY. Does not that bureau have any power fo
investigate? ;.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Not new projects. That requires the
authorization of Congress. TFurthermore, I will say to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas, it is intended that this should be a special
undertaking. On account of the size of it and the amount of
money that will be reguired in case it should be approved, it
was thought that there should be perhaps some independent
authorization for this Investigation, and that It should be
carried on under special provision of law.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Scnator will pardon me,
I may say, for the information of the Senator from Arkansas,
that the proceeds from the sale of public lands go into what is
known as the reclamation fund, and that is utilized for ecarry-
ing on projects now under way. From time to time Congress
has made very meager appropriations, to be utilized by the
Reclamation’ Service in studying the possibilities of new proj-
ects; but that is an inconsequential amount., Congress has also
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made special appropriations to discover underground sources of
warter, but there is no fund available, nor is there any authority
vested in the Secretary of the Interior, under existing law, to
carry out the purposes contemplated by this bill,

Mr. CARAWAY. Then, let me ask this question. What are
the bureau's duties, and what useful service does it render, if
it can not make investigations?

Mr. POINDEXTER, It can make investigations whenever
it is directed to do so. It is the function

Mr. CARAWAY. Why is it not directed to do so in this
particular instance?

Mr. POINDEXTER. Because it was desired to put it upon
a broader basis, and to invoke new agencies, on account of the
extent of the project.

Mr. CARAWAY. It looks, then, to a very large appropriation
in the future?

Mr, POINDEXTER. In case it should be approved, it would
require a large appropriation, to be reimbursed, of course,
from the land.

Mr., CARAWAY. I do not think the funds we have already
appropriated have ever been returned.

Mr. POINDEXTER. They are being returned, and I have
no doubt all will be returned.

Mr. CARAWAY. The information I got while T was a
Member of the House was, as I remember, that they were
postponing even the payment of the interest from year to year.
I shall not object to the bill, but I was just trying to find out
why this particular project should be selected for investiga-

tion.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I think it can all be summed up in the
statement that the view of those who are interested in it was
that the proposed project is of such extent, and the expenditures
would be so large in case it should be approved, that it would
be better to provide & special agency by which the investigation
should be made.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have not had time to read this
bill, but I understand it is the unanimous report of the com-
mittee?

Mr. POINDEXTER. It is.

Mr, BORAH. Does the bill contemplate an investigation by
other agencies than those which ordinarily, under the Recla-
mation Service, would make an investigation?

Mr, POINDEXTER. Not necessarily. It leaves that in the
discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. For instauce,
General Goethals made an investigation of this project and a
report on it, basing it very largely upon an investigation made
by the State of Washington, If the Secretary of the Interior
should choose to avail himself of the information which General
Goethals has, he would have the opportunity to do so under this
bill.

Mr. BORAH. That is the reason why I asked the gquestion.
I am simply seeking information. I am very much interested
in this project, as all western men are.

Mr., WALSH of Montana, Let me state to the Senator from
Idaho that the bill as originally proposed contemplated the
creation of a commission censisting of three members, one to
be appointed by the Secretary of the Interior, one by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, and one by the Secretary of Commerce;
but the committee could see no reason why the investigation
could not be most effectively carried on by the existing or-
ganization of the Reclamation Service under the direction of
the Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. BORAH. Then, really all the bill does is to authorize a
sufficient fund gimply to make the investigation. They might
make the investigation now if they wanted to do so?%

Mr. POINDEXTER. I suppose they might. I may not be
thoronghly informed on it. but my information is that the
Reclamation Service does nmot undertake investigations of spe-
cial projects. It certainly does not carry them on to the point
of complete surveys without special authorization.

Mr. OVERMAN. What is meant by authorization? Does it
mean that they will come to Congress at the next session and

ask for an appropriation of $100,000 for this purpose? The
bill authorizes but does not appropriate,

Mr, POINDEXTER. If does not appropriate,

Mr. OVERMAN. What iz the reason of that? When does

the Senator think an appropriation will be desired?

Mr, POINDEXTER. In case the bill shall pass the House of
Representatives and become a law we will desire it as soon as
the Appropriations Committee would approve it, It will have to
go before the Committee on Appropriations. .

Mr. OVERMAN, Yes; it is only an authorization,

Mi, WALSH of Montana, Perhaps a misunderstanding might
arise by reason of something that was said in answer to an
inquiry made by the Senator from Arkansas. Of course, before

any project was entered upon it became necessary for the
Reclamation Service to make an investigation as to whether or
not a particular project was feasible, Having found certain
projects feasible, those prejects were entered upon and have
been completed or practically completed. Those projects hav-
ing taken all the available funds, and no more funds really
being available for the purpose of prosecuting investigations,
Congress has from time to time made meager appropriations to
carry on Iinvestigations concerning the feasibility of other
projects,

Mr. OVERMAN, I understand General Goethals hag made
an investigation of this matter. Who pald him?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. He was employed by private par-
ties interested in the project, and the State of Washington has
appropriated and expended $150,000.

Mr. OVERMAN. The State of Washington having made a
thorough investigation, and General Goethals having done the
same, why authorize an appropriation of $100,000 more to make
an investigation?

Mr, WALSH of Montana. It is conceded, as I understand the
matter, that Congress would scarcely care to enter upon the
project without an official investigation made by its own
agency.

Mr. OYERMAN. That is what I want to get at. Who is fo
make the investigation?

Mr, WALSH of Montana, The Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, in reply to, the suggestion of
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY] as to no repayments
being made of money advanced from the reclamation fund, the
Reclamation Service reached its twentieth year on the 1Tth
of June last, and during the first 19 years $171,996476 were
expended, and there have been repaid, in the first 19 years,
$46,125,559.

I ask unanimous consent to include in the Recorp at this
point a table showing the amount appropriated for each project,
and the amount returned to the Treasury of the United States,
I hope the bill will pass at this time.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, -
UNITED STATES RECLAMATION SERVICE,
Washington, D. C., August 6, 1981,
Hon. HExry F, ASHURST,
United States Senate.

My DeEsr SExaTor: In the absence of Director Davis we duly received
your letter of July 20, 1921, to him, requesting a revision of figures
sent to you in 1919, showing the net investments in several Government
rec%ghmadon prloe fctu . N

en your er arrived we were, for other purposes, compiling such
data to the of the last fiscal year, and ag that 18 a convenient
periﬁdmto use, it seemed best to withhold reply until these figures were
available. .

I am now sending them herewith in a tabulation similar to the one
returned with your letter.

You may that these figures were made up in this way origi-
nally by ific request from your office by telephone. They are not in
the form that we would select for ordinary purposes of publication be-
cause there is danger that they will mislead.

In other words, the inclosed figures are bookkeeping data and involve
considerable duplication that swell the totals and make these misleading
unless there is given and read with them cousiderable explanation. For
example, we are constantly transferring from one project to another
machinery, equipment, and materials in order to work the greatest
economy and efficlency In utilizing these.

To keep the books showing the investments in any particular project
it is necessary to include an agreed value for such things transfer

from and to the project. Thus, the total investment for each project
includes * transfers received " of such things, and the column * Reim-
bursements and credits " includes * {ransfers issued.” On any particu-

lar project these two entrles necessarily differ, and hence must be in-
cluded to bring ont the net investment for that project, whereas for
all projects these items merely balance one another and swell the totals,
aggregating upward of $8,600,000.

he figures given for teotal investments Include cash disbursements
from the reclamation fund, appropriations for *‘inerease of compensa-
tion,” and other special agpmptia ions, such as that of a million dol-
lare toward the cost of Elephant Butte Dam under the act of March
4, 1907 ; others for judgmen s of the Court of Claims, the funds for the
Yuma auxiliary project, ete,

At the bottom of the table you will notice a number of other items
added to bring the figures into agreement with our book totals. The
‘*gecondary projects " include a great number of possibilities that have
been surveyed or examined from time to time in addition to the projecrs
actually undertaken. For example, in Arizona thig includes the San
Carlos, San Pedro, Sentinel, and other propositions that will occur to
you,

The item of ** general expenze " includes headquarters offices at Wash-
ington and Denver for administration, engiueerln%' design, and other
purposes, legal services, and many other items that can not readily be
allocated to particular projects except in bulk from time to time on
the basis of expenditures or similar criteria, This item of general ex-
pensﬁ isedthe largest one included under the head of transfers already
mentioned.

The item entitled * Indian egro!ects ” represents expenditures from
the reclamation fund reimbursed by the Indian Bureau.

If you intend to publish these figures and want to avoid the poszi-
bility of misleading snggested above, you may want to use merely the
figures of * net investment.”” In most cases we find that figures of
cost rather than investment answer the questions In the minds of in-
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quirers, and if you wish fignres on a.cost basis, or if we can otherwise
be of further service in this connection, we shall be glad-to da so.
Very truly yours,
Mornris BIEN, Acting Director.

Reclamation profects inuestmend to June 80, 1081,

Senators answered to their names:
Total invest- | Reimburse- Ng:;’m"‘ Ashurst Glass MeCumber Shields
Btate: Project. ment ol . ments and ¢ United Ball Gooding MeKinley Shortridge
United States. eredits., States: Borah Hale. McLean Smith
Bursum Harreld MeNary Smoot
S Ene, M Bl
| ar n ew terling
$14,738,76%. 28 | $4, 800, 410, 32 157.95 | Carawa eflin Newber Townsen
11,358,345 18 | '2,330,516. 52 n,gaz.,?’mu Cnmmu':: Johnson N::"beckry Uuderwudod
¢ 1,330, 107.50 411, 650, 07 18,457.43 | Curtis Jones, Wash Oddie Walsh, Mass
4,051, 877. 60 234,185.35.] 3,817, 1215 | Dial Kello Overman Walsh, Mont.
7,3,&32 1,214,326.00 | 6,650,106.32 Eﬂqa Kendrick Pe rren
15,080,000, 12 | - 3,168,134, 50 | 11,911, 955.62° | Blkins Keyes Polndexter Watson, Ind
%,33,”.98 54,356,461 | 1,305 510:37 | Ernst Kin Pomerene 1lis
, 800, 272, 26 | | 4,088,517.85.| 4,827,754.41 | Fernald Lads Ransdell
402, 424, 50 69, 063. 14 533,361, 66 | France La Folletie Rawson
g, %},% 8‘3 ﬁé’% % ;: g?“l,' g% g Frelinghuysen Lodge Sheppard
/004,852 944  158,565.01 | 2748.3i7.08 | Mr. HARRIS. My colleague [Mr. WATsox of Georgia] is
;,%&*ﬂ .‘M--‘fg a;gr.m.m absent on account of iliness, I ask that this announcement
,750,806.97 |~ 318,825,158 | 3,461, 98L79 | ay stand for the day,
14,240,256, 48 | 2,000,317.42 | 11,279,080.06 | M. HARMRISON. 1 wish to announce that the Senator from .
Nevada [Mr. Prerman] is detained on aceount of illness in his
< T e | Meenes| DL | tamily, I will let this announcement stand for the. day,

'r Hondo gg,mg ] 7%% :g u,%’ﬁgs The PRESIDENT pro tempore; Sixty-one Senators have an-
NewMexico-Texas| Rio Grande...... 441, » 746, 398, » 1 | swered. to their names. There is a quorum present. The gues-
North Dakta. .| N ping " [ »OS4 TR | CAIBE0LE0 | 1,0465162 | ion is on agreeing. to.the amendment proposed by the. junior;
Oklahoma........| Lawton.......... _48) (0] ) Senator from Utah [Mr. King] to the amendment of the com-
omgg -1 Sl ) M| modse] 60088 | mites

080,157.17 | 90087296 | 2,005, 31421 | The amendment to the amendment was rejected.
413,804.12 | 1,012 666.36 | 3,401,227.76 The PRESIDENT pro. tempore. The question now is on
oy | MpALe| 330ML7 | agreeing to the committee amendment.
845,153.71 | 5,224,002.68,| 8 621,061.03 The amendment of the committee was, on page 22, after line:
e &gg 1.13,%1-34-;1 ﬂ.g& ﬁﬁ 8, to insert a new paragraph, as follows:
760,256, 72 562330.17°| 1,197 9%8. 55 Pag. boa. Cgeoﬁ:t&oﬂ. a cents l;.ern ound é cotto’rbneed oﬁ], él ceag per
| 1 pound ; nut o (cents per 111 s and soya-bean. cens o
A% $00 bt oo pound : }p’er:ulded That such oils may be imported unr'l’ef bond In.ps.n_
amount to be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury and under such-
regulations as he shall prescribe; and if within three years from the
fo ot SPpoeacar.t il fion Tonics, rchvess, st
- A G e i e o : 805,250, 04 | tory proof is furn a @ 0o n u e manufacture
yonfi?r:t.c:tik... Jackson Lake en- lw’“f:‘jm m’“‘(’i]"ﬁ'm o (%) of {r?lclen- unfit for food, the duties shall be remitted ! Provided rl:w-
t. ther, That if any such oil imported under- bond as above pr s
General e o R S S 5 6,181,268, 14 | 6,015, 817. 56 167,450,58 | used in: the manufacture of articles fit for food there shall be levied,
Indian prw.- temcarmarevenesses| 3,148,008.68.) 3,145,062.66 |.............. collected, and paid on any ol so used in violation of the bond, in ad-
dition to_the regular duties provided by this paragraph, 3 cents per
Yuma auxiliary. . 221,774, 18 424,080.63 | ©®202,306.45. | pound, which shall not be remitted or refun on exportation of the
Drainage  and 100, 957. 52 464, 51 100,523.0L | articles or for any other reason.
SHiP. Mr. GOODING. In paragraph 50a, page 22, line 6, after the
Totak....... e esamnsnnennnnnansaf 171,906, 476. 47 | 40,125,500.29 125,870,917.18 | word “ pound” and  before the word * Provided,” I move to
strike out the remainder of ‘the paragraph.
1 Included in secondary m Mr. LADD, Mr. President, I desire at this time to make a
*Included in Minidoka ; few observations with regard to the subjeet before us in cen-

§ The reimbursements exceed the investment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The junior Senator from
Washington asks unanimous consent for the present considera-
tion of the bilk

There being no objection, the Senate; as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. POINDEXTER. There is a clerical error in line 22,
page 2, where the word “commission” is used. I move to
amend by striking out “commission " and inserting in lieu
thereof the words  Seeretary of the Interior,” so as to read:
ggl_“lhe views of the Becretary of the Interior as to the gemeral bene-

And =o forth.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed. ;

THE : TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries; to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.

My, McCUMBER. I ask that the Secretary report the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixg] to the
amendment of the committee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the-
amendment to. the amendment.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 22, line 4, in the com-
mittee amendment, the Semater from Utah proposes to. strike
out “ 4,” before the word * cents,” and to insert in lieu thereof
2" so that if amended it will read:

Cecanut oll, 2 cents per pound.:

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of &
quorum, :

ltlihe PRESIDENT pro. tempore. The Secretary will call the
ro

The Assistant Secretary called the -roll, and the following

nection with the matter of soap. I /may say that I hope the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Idaho to the amend-
ment of the committee will be adopted.

As a matter of fact, according to the record there is only:
4 per cent of the total soap produced in the country that is ex-
ported. The balance of the soap is used domestically, The
total amount of imported soap is less than 1 per cent, and one-:
half of that is castile soap. In 1911 there was exported. in
round numbers,; from this country $4,000,000 worth of socap.
In 1918 it had risen to $13,000,000, in 1919 to $21,000,000, and:
g; 1920 it was $19,000,000. That is the latest information I'

ve,

The soap manufaeturer has enjoyed a duty on soap continn-
ously, and he has at the present time, under the bill, a pro-
Dosed duty of from 5 to 50 per cent ad valorem on all the soap
that is imported into the country, and yet he has objected. How=
ever, the objection has come mainly- from the producers of
laundry soap and from the laundrymen themselves to a tariff
duty on the vegetable oils.

I call attention again to what was stated in the editorial from
Wallace’'s Farmer, which I’ placed in the Recomp yesterday,
wherein it was stated:

The United States can produce her own fats. We don’t want to
make the mistake of Germany and build up an agriculture which in

of war can not be rapidly modified to: furnish our full supplies ot
fats at home. Our soap manufacturers should be taught again to de-

g:ld as largely on the fats and olls coming from American farms as
y did before the war.

It further said:

It is more important that there be.a tariff of 2 or 8 cents a pound
on those tropical fats and oils that are used for nonedible or soap
purposes than that there be a tariff of 3 or 4 cents a pound on the
edible fats and oils. As a matter of fact, there is enough coconut oil
coming in from the Philippine Islands every-year to su&p‘y the.
demand. for edible fats and oils. Even more important than the tariff:
o0 hides is the tariff on trepical olls used for seap purposes,
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Mr. President, in 1912 the soap manufacturers were using 85
per cent of vegetable oll and 65 per cent of animal and fish
oils, Of this amount 17 per cent was cottonseed oll, but in 1017
the amount of coettonseed oil had fallen to 9.4 per cent of the
total amount used. Coconut oil is rapidly displacing other oils,
not only in soap making but as a substitute for eottonseed oil,
peanut oil, and corn oil in butter substitutes, in lard, and
various other preparations.

In 1912 we imported .only 32,000.000 pounds of coconut oil.
Before that time it was an induostry that was practically neg-
ligible. Im 1919 of coconuf oil we were importing 400,000,000
pounds, Of soya-bean oil in 1912 we were importing 28,000,000
pounds, and before that time it had been practically a negligible
quauntity. In 1919 we were imperting 337,000,000 pounds. In
other words, from 1912 to 1919, inclusive, there was an in-
crease in the amount of coconut and soya-bean oil of 767,000,000
pounds. This was used to displace oils produced in this
country.

In butter substitutes in 1912 coconut oil only constitufed
14 per cent of the total amount used. In 1918 coconut oil in
butter substitutes constituted 49 per cent, or practically one-
half of all the butter substitute was coconut oil. Cottonseed oil
in 1912 in the manufacture of butter substitutes constituted 83
per cent, but in 1918 it had fallen to 29 per cent, being displaced
by the oriental cheap oils.

Of lard substitutes in 1912, 22 per cent was cottonseed oil.
In 1918, 83 per cent was used of cottonseed oil and the balance

of coconut oil.

The use of peanut oll is rapidly increasing, as is the use of
coconut oil and soya-bean oil rapidly increasing, in the amount
that is used in this country to displace the other oils that can
be and are preduced here.

I wish to place in the Recorp a letter from the Detroit Re-
duction Co., of Detroit, Mich,, or a portion of the letter, wherein
they say:

The proviso abave guoted is the amendment which the Senate com-
mitiee has placed in the bill that we are interested in having elimi-
nated.

The soap and candle makers who use large quantities of wi ble
oils would naturally import these materials under bond as provided b
this amendment, but when the oils are once in their factories It will
be difficult to tell what proportion will be used for nonedible preducts
and what amount will go into edible products,

You will note that, as the amendment is written, three years may
elupse from date of importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouses
before proof need be offered to the Treasury Department as to use
of the oils. In my judgment, it would be very difficult for anyone to
trace these oils after three years had elapsed. For this reason I think
we are justified in asking that the amendment Le stricken out and the
tarilf on vegetable oils be left in.

Yon will further note that there is nothing in the whole paragraph
which contemplates that these olls will
of products here and then reexported. While this may be an argu-
ment ueed by the soap makers, it is surely not provided for in the
bill; in fact, the interests that are worki.ng hardest for free oils are
the Jmporting and exporting houses, They, however, merely figure that

pass throngh the country and they would get their
commission for handling the same. This would in no way help Ameri-
can manufacturers,

What we are asking Is that the duty be placed on the vegetahle oils

in question, because they come in direct competition with garbge
rease and greases produced by small rendering ts throughout the
%ni{e{l States. It should be further made clear that if there is no duty
on vegetable oils used in the manufacture of soaps and candles, for
witleh purpose garbage grease and other low-grade greases are used,
that then it will destroy the industry in which garbage-grease pro-
ducers are engaged and in which our capital is invested.

Stating the case plainly, therefore, the guestion of issue 1s: Are we
going to allow Japan and China to ship large gquantities of vegetable
olls to the United Btates, free of duty, and in so d ruin a business
to furnish a very liberal supply of low-grade greases for the soap and
candle makers?

The ease would also be different if the vegetable oils in qguestion
were imported from France, Belgium, Italy, or other an coun-
tries who are in debt fo us and ip need of help, but this is purely a
product coming from the Orient,

The result wonld be that the orlental countries, where labor is very
chenp, will ship their oils in here to the detriment of those engaged in
the reduction of garbage and the recovery of grease therefrom merely to
satisfy the demand of a few export and import houses and a number
of =sonp and candle manufacturers.

THE SO0AP MAXER AND THE PFARMER,

The manufacturer of soaps, Mr. President, is not consistent.
He pretends to be favorable to protection for the farmer pro-
ducing oils like cottonseed oil. corn oil, peanut oil, and soya-
bean oil, and it wonld seem for propaganda purposes offers the
farmer an apparent protection on these ocils and thereby closes
the front door against importation of free oils, but cunningly
provides that the back door shall be left open so he can slip
in, unobserved, through this back entrance and, “ blind pig” or
“hootlegger ” like, be permitted to have unmolested his protected
graft while the farmer, as in the past, continues to pay the
bills and is being forced out of farming by competition with
cheap oriental labor, and this that the soap maker may continue

the oils would

to profit and prosper. To put an apparent tax om coconut oil’

be used in the manufacture

and then let im free eopra is no proteclion, and will not long
mislead anyone. I shall, therefore, move to make the neces-
sary change when we come to copra. The Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Gooping] has already moved to strike out the paragraph
that would permit the introduction of coconut oil and soya-
bean oil free.

I can not see why oils should be admitted free for soap with
which to wash the hands while oils to be used as foods for the
stomach should be taxed.

Mr, President, those who try to mislead the public by such
a course are not on tengble ground. The soap manufacturer
has big protection—on castile soap 15 per cent ad valorem; on
toilet soaps, perfumed, 50 per cent ad valorem; on medicinal
soaps 20 per cent; and on unperfumed toilet soaps 10 per
cent. Even on all other soaps of the cheapest grade he has
a protection of & per cent ad valorem, yet the soap manu-
facturer is flooding the country with propaganda against pro-
tecting the farmer in order that the soap manufacturer may
continue to swell his profits. This is not justifiable,

If we do not intend to afford the farmer a modicum of pro-
tection, then let us say so; but let us not try, by this means,
to mislead him, for his memory is good and his retaliation will
be lasting. d

I advise my good friend, the Senator from New Jersey, to
inform the soap manufactarers that they do not come into
court with clean hands, for they are not interested in seeing
that the farmer, the producer of vegetable oils, gets a fair
price for his product, but rather that the users of vegetable
oils for soap making and other purposes get cheap raw material
in an unpretected market produced by cheap oriental labor,
in order that the soap manufacturer may have a full dinner
pail and an epportunity for European travel, while the farmer
is forced to the verge of bankruptcy and compelled to live as
do the peasants of the competing nations.

I note from the Manufacturers’ Record of Baltimore, under
date of May 25, 1922, their editorial view.

I call attention to the fact that the Manufacturers’ Record
is not a western magazine; it is not a magazine that is sup-
porting the agricultural interests of this country; but is a
manufacturing journal which is published in Baltimore, Md.,
and ordinarily supports the manufacturing interests; but here
is what is said editorially by that magazine:

For years the soap makers have enjoyed protection under Republi-
can and protective tariff laws allke, This protectlon has been high
as 20 per cent ad valorem for common soap, while raw materials had
ne protection at all. But now, when the farmers demand that they
also be given consideration, the soap makers first urge Congress te
give them only 6 per cent protection and the raw materials nothin
at all; and then, when that appears dubious, aver that they wnul&
rather not have any protection at all than to have to let the farmers
have it, too. That is, the makers of common soaps, for it is not con-
m‘trerhed that the makers of the fancier soaps always want and get
protection.

Our contention 1 that such a change of polic, b{ the soap makers,
after they have enjoyed years of prosperity under tariff protection, is
unmoral if net Immoral. We are not experts in the ethics of selfish-
ness, but we do know that the agricultural industry in the United
States 1s more important than the soap industry, and we do know that
it is more important that American vegetable oils sell In a protected
market than tbat some soap makers sell some of their product in
foreign Ilands. Not that the alternative exists, for we are quite con-
ﬂde;ut tgi?t America will export soap even after wegetable oils aras
protec

As has been the case, I may say, during the period of the
emergency tariff. Again, the editorial says:

The tion of the soap makers apgms to be quite clear—they
were willing enough te have tariff protection, and have had it for years,
but the moment it I8 pr »d to give tarllf protection alse to the
manufactorers of raw materials, namely, the farmers who produce
veggbnh!e oile, why these same soap makers come into court and say,
substantially, “ Oh, well, in that case, rather than have the other fel-
low protected, we'll do without protection.” They are not against
fsrutecﬁon for their product; they are only against it if the producer

also to get protection, There is a condition precedent to their
enthuaiasialz for free trade. Indeed, they are not for free trade im
Boap at all.

How about the soap manufacturer of the past as compared
with the farmer? The article says further:

But how long has it been since the goap makers began to think that
possibly the cheaper soaps did not need much protection? In the
act of 1909, when the agricultural bloe had not made grotection of
vegetable ofls @ real issne and they were coming in for the most part
free, we find that these soap makers were getting 20 iper cent ad
valorem, It may be assumed that they asked for this h preferen-
tial and that it was not crammed down their throats. And makers of
fancy soaps were getting as h as 50 per cent protection. Also,
when Mr. UXpERWOOD wrote his trade tariff law, the soap makers
somehow managed to get B per cent on common spaps and as much as
80 per cent on perfumed soaps, while the makers of vegetable -oils,
the farmers, were getting nnthmg.

Let us see what the editorial thinks would be a fair deal
for the farmers—and bear in mind all this comes frem a jour-
nal published not in the interests of agrieulture but it comes
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from the Manufacturers’ Record, published in the interests of
the manufacturers. They conclude:

It would be good policy now for the soap makers to let the farmers
have some of the same medicine which 8 made the soap makers
themselves progsemus—that is, protection. We wonder how any sane
American should want conditions otherwise. For instance, the emer-

ncy tariff act has made the peanut-growing industry again profitable
n the United States. We think that is a fine achievement, and so do
many farmers whose lands, ruined for cotton by the boll weevil, still
have a living in them unless the soap makers are allowed to patronize
the coolies of China rather than their own fellow citizens.

We had better be fair and give the American farmer a chance
to supply raw material if we expect him to purchase the highly
protected manufactured products.

I feel, Mr. President, that the tariff as proposed by the com-
mittee in this instance is justifiable and that the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Idaho should prevail.

Mr, TOWNSEND. Mr, President, will the Senator from
North Dakota yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., Bursusm in the chair).
Does the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. LADD. I yield.

Mr. TOWNSEND. My understanding of this provision is
that it is not a drawback provision, under which duty is to be
paid on goods admitted in bond and then to be rebated when
the goods are exported, but that it simply applies to goods
shipped here in bond, and then the Government will have to go
to trouble and great expense, and with the probability of failure,
of detecting what is used for edible purposes and what is not?

Mr, LADD, That is correct; and it Is practically, in my
judgment, impossible to enforce such a provision.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. GoopiNg] to strike
out the proviso beginning in line 6 on page 22,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. DMr. President, the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Gooping] has moved to strike out the proviso in-
gerted by the committee allowing a drawback or remittance of
the tariff rates imposed on vegetable oils when such oils are
used in industry. The situation confronting the committee was
this: Vegetable oils prior to the emergency tariff act had been
on the free list. The emergency tariff law placed a duty of
2 cents on soya-bean oil and on other vegetable oils which are
not produced in this country. I felt, in view of the fact that
there was no evidence before the committee that there was any
prospect of any of these oils being produced in this country and
none of them having ever been produced here, they should
remain on the free list; but those who wish this protection
for the farmer of the West, not realizing the tremendous ill
effect it will have upon other products which vegetable oils
take the place of, asked that a duty be placed upon vegetable
oils because coconut oil is used in filled milk and soya-bean oil
in oleomargarine, and to some extent replaces linseed oil.
There was no evidence before the committee that these vege-
table oils to any great extent are employed in the manufacture
of edible food products, such as milk and oleomargarine, but that
the vegetable oils imported from the other side are utilized to the
extent of pructically 85 per cent in industries which have a
capital of nearly $400,000,000 and provide employment for
nearly 50,000 wage earners. Therefore, there being no prospect
in sight of the production in this country of these vegetable
oils, except here and there, I took the position that to impose
this duty upon the industry in a case where profection was not
needed was unwise, unsound, and uneconomic, and simply
amounted to a tax upon the soap-making industry, which is
entitled to consideration. Those engaged in that industry are
taxpayers; they are employers of labor, notwithstanding the
fact that they have been criticized and derided on this floor.
The linolenm manufacturers are also equally entitled to con-
sideration, as are the tire manufacturers and the paint manu-
facturers, There is a crushing industry in this country that
is entitled to live; and when a tax is put upon vegetable oils
simply from caprice, I claim that it is the duty of the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate to relieve that condition.

Acknowledging the claim of the farmers that to some extent
adulteration might be practiced, although soya-bean oil is not
edible, and recognizing the fact that probably some of the oleo-
margarine products might compete with butter, the dairy
farmer's product, the committee provided that wherever these
oils were imported for edible purposes the duty should be
imposed, but that where they went into the industries they
should be admitted in bond and the tariff remitted.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. TOWNSEND. In order to get the matter clear in my
own mind, do I understand the Senator to say that there was
no evidence before the committee and that there is possibly no
evidence now before the Senate that coconut oil and soya-bean
oil can be produced in quantities in the United States?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Yes, sir. The raw material is not
available in the case of soya-bean oil. The copra is imported
from the Sonth Sea Islands and is crushed to a certain extent
in the oil-crushing industry of the country, and coconut oil is
produced in that way where the raw material is imported. Of
course, the Senator knows that as far as the Philippines are
concerned, 85 per cent, I think, of our coconut oil that is im-
ported comes from there, and that if the coconut oil is admitted
free this tariff does not reach that and can not reach it, owing
to our understanding with the Philippines, and that if the use
of coconut oil in filled milk is to be prohibited it can be done
only by Federal legislation or by State enactment. Many of the
States are passing laws against filled milk because, I am told,
it is to a great extent adulterated, but we can not by this tariff
law prevent the use of coconut oil in filled milk, because it
comes in from the Philippines free. I will ask the Senator from
North Dakota if that is not so?

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, coconut oil comes in from the
Philippines, and naturally, the Philippines being a part of the
United States, it comes in free, and that is enough to supply the
domestic needs of this country for replacement oil. It is now
replacing very largely the oils—corn oil, peanut oil, and cotton-
seed oil—that are produced in this country.

I shall have to differ somewhat in one respect from the Sena-
tor, however, when he says that soya-bean oil ig not edible oil.
It is used largely as a food product and is used already in a
few preparations in this country after it is properly treated.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. After it is rerefined.

Mr, LADD. Yes. It all has to be refined.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Does the Senator know to what
extent it is used in edible products in this country?

Mr. LADD. No; we have not been able to learn to what
extent it is used.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Do not the records show that dur-
ing the war only about 8 per cent of the importations, which
were very large, were utilized for food products?

Mr. LADD. I presume the Senator may be right. I have not
the figures.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The truth of the matter is, Sen-
ators, that soya-bean oil is not edible in the United States, and
is not used here as food; but Europe uses it, and it uses coco-
nut oil.

Mr. LADD. Coconut oil, if I may say so to the Senator, is
used largely as a food product here. Forty-nine per cent of our
oleomargarine to-day is coconut oil,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Yes; and they use all of the oils,
The point I am making is that if you close the market by a
duty of 4 cents on coconut oil and 3 cents on soya-bean oil, you
drive those oils right back into Europe, where they are uti-
lized, and you force your cottonseed export oil right back into
this country.

The statement has been made, and sincerely, by the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Lapp] and the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. GoopIing] that a soya-bean crushing industry can not be
built up in this country. I read from a lefter from the United
States Department of Agriculture which said that soya-bean oil
had not been produced to any great extent in this country
since 1918 from American beans. In that connection, because
I am convinced that we are chasing shadows in the belief that a
soya-bean oil industry ean be built up in this country, I ask to
have read the letter which I send to the desk from one of the
southern crushers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection,
the Secretary will read as requested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

SovrH CAROLINA CorTOoN SEED CRUSHERS' ASSOCIATION,
Columbia, 8. C., June 26, 1922,

Senator J. 8. FRELINGHUYSEN,
Washington, D. O.

Dpar SENATOR: Absence from my office has caused my delay in an-
swering your letter of the 17th. However, I hasten to reply.

About five years ngo when it was realized that the boll weevil was
about to make its advent into South Carolina, and would destroy a
large part of the cotton crop, oil-mill men who had their money in
oil-crushing mills began to look around to find a substantial crop that
would bear oil-bearing seed. After maklu%e& thorough study, as we
thought, of the various ghmtn that might used, we concluded that
the soya beans offered the most.,

A committee was appolnted from the association to make a tour
through the eastern part of North Carolina for the express purpose of
studying how soya beans were %ﬂwn and with what success they were
used as oil-crushing material. e were very favorably impressed with
the crop of soya beans In the eastern part of Nerth Carolina.
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There is no doubt about growing the beans. It is indeed a wonder-
ful crop. We were so impressed t the rnodatiou, itself, put quite
a large tonnage of seed for distribution to the oil mills and to the
urme;s of tf.the State for planting, hoping to gradually substitute this
miy or cotton.

he result, however, of our efforts were sorely disappointing. Crops
were grown all right. Good ylelds made, but the difficulty was in har-
vesting them. The nature of the bean is such that the ectire crop in
the field will ripen within a few hours, and is the pods
break open and the beans scatter on the ground.

1 do not believe that 10 tons of beans were harvested. And the crop,
g0 far as it being a money crop was concerned, was an absolute failure.
It is a great erop to grow for cattle feed, but for oil purposes it is,
im m{ opinion, a fajlure in this country.

It is my understanding that soya beans that come from the Far East,
Manchu particularly, are hand picked by cheap labor, which makes
f\he crop entirely too expensive to be grown for .otl»mﬁllng purposes

ere.

1 do not know of any farmers who planted the beans at our sugges-
tion who rrnt them in the second year.

This brief statement is the experience that the Seuth Carolina crush-
ers had with its efforts to introduee this crop. When millmen are
discussing the short supply of cotton seed and the possibilities of sub-
stituting oil-bearing seed, soya are not mentioned.

I trust what I have written above answers your inquiry.

Yours truly,
W. B. Wesrt, Secretary.

Mr, GOODING. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow
me——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. GOODING, I should like to say to the Senator from
New Jersey that yesterday I placed in the Recorp an article
from the Country Gentleman telling the story of the soya-bean
development in Illinois and Ohio, and it gives a complete story
of the improved machinery which they are now using, and how
they are saving the beans from being scattered on the ground,
and how it is a money crop. If the Senator will be kind enough
to read that article I am quite sure he will agree that the soya-
bean industry in this country is going to be a great industry
if it is properly protected, and if he thinks it is going to be a
great industry I believe he would like to see it protected,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr, President, I do not believe it
is going to be a great industry, because I do not believe that the
farmers of the West will raise, with their other crops, sufficient
of these beans, nor do I believe that the capital will be employed
to erush them. They can raise other crops more effectively,
and I think we are simply trying to protect an infant industry
in prospect when the infant has not been born.

in order to procure more information I wired Swift & Co.
on June 21, asking them the questions embodied in the telegram
which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read as requested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

Swirr & Co., Chicage, ITlL:

Will you please advise me if, In your opinion, the products—oil and
eake—resulting from the crushing of a ton of soya beans are as val-
uable as those resulting from the crushing of a ton of cotton seed, and
if, as oll millers, you could pay as much per ton for soya beans as you
could pay for cotton seed?

J. 8. FRELINGHUYSEN.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I ask that the reply may be read.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as re-
quested. i
The reading clerk read as follows:
Ux1oN STock YARDS, ILL,, June £2, 1988,

Hon. J. 8. FRELINGHUYSEN,
Washington, D. 0.:

Answerlng, our opinion oil millers conld not pay as much for soya
beans as cotton ag produets manufactured from soya beans are not
as valuable as from cotton seed.

Swirr & Co.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, yesterday my good
friend the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gooping] placed in the
Itecorp an article, which appears on page 10181 of the Recorp,
from the Norfolk Ledger-Dispatch of Tuesday, June 80, 1922, in
connection with my criticism of the 2-cent duty on soya-bean
oil contained in the emergency tariff bill, which the record
showed had resulted in a reduction of the imports from 195,-
000,000 pounds in 1920 to 2,000,000 pounds for the three months
gince the emergency tariff went into effect. The Senator tried
to show that great importations were coming in and had this
article read. I ask that the telegram which I send to the desk
be read to go in the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read as requested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

New Yorg, N. Y., July 11, 1922,
Senator J. B, FPRELINGHUYSEN,

Undted States Semate, Washington, D, O.:

I understand that Benator Gooping yesterday read into the REcomD
from a Norfolk new:{:;lper describing the enormons amount of revenue
the Government would receive from 1,800 tons bean oil imported into
Norfolk, If that is so, I would ask you to kindly call the attention of

Joxm 21, 1922,

1
the Senate to the facts in the matter, which are as follows: At a per-
sonal interview which I, as well as other representatives of the
vegetable-oil lndusug, had with Senator GoOoDING, at which we com-
gmluned abont the detrimental effects that the emergency tariff bill
had on prices for cotton oil due to Europe getting complete control
m of oriental soya-bean oll after American competition
had been el ated, Senator GOODING suggested as a cure that we try
|| to import soya-bean oll and reexport it under drawback and thus break
Europe's control. The soya-bean oil referred to as imported in Norfoll
bas been imperted by my company and is the only lot of soya-bean oll
that we have bnn%h for importation since the adoption of the emer-
gucéntn.rm bill. It has been imported for the very purpose of experi-
men on reexportation under drawback, as with prevailing emer-
gency duty added to the foreigm cost it becomes absolutely impracticable
to llﬂ;ort it for technical use into this country. This oil has all been
laced in bonded tanks and we made application yesterday for with-
rawal of a first part of same, which, after bein
Enrted to Canada, where we have sold it. We hope to work off the
alance the same way to Canada and Europe, but are afraid that it will
be our first and last importation of this kind use Government
regulations for drawback appear to be too costly to allow us to compete
with other countries, notwithstanding our better and cheaper refining
cost. JOHN ASPEGREN,
President Pertemouth Cotton 08l Refining Corporation,
Portsmouth, Va.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I want to give the
farmers all of the protection necessary, but when they are
trifling in this way with one of the greatest commercial prod-
ucts which they produce I believe that my position upon this
question® is absolutely sound.

In amount, edible fats are one of the greatest products of the
farmers of this country, and if we are to put on a tariff simply
through caprice or because we believe it affects some other prod-
uct remotely, and at the same time destroy or impair our great
export trade in cottonseed oil and hog lard, I believe I am protect-
ing the farmer better when I say these oils should come in free,
and not continue to be distributed in Eunrope to displace the hog
lard and the cottonseed oil which the American farmer raises.

If the Senate is going to adopt this amendment and put this
duty on vegetable oils, the result will be observed in the future
and closely studied, and I want to put in the Recorp to-day a
statement of the danger to the great productive areas of the
West by reason of the fact that they are putting up these prod-
ucts in competition with their own home products which are
exported to Europe.

In order to understand the position of the United States and
American farmers in the world’s edible oil trade, it is necessary
to understand the position of this country as a producer, ex-
porter, and importer of all kinds of vegetable oils and animal
fats. What is our position? Wae are the largest producers of
the highest grade edible oils and fats in the world. We pro-
duce the very choicest quality, and of these prime edible oila
and fats we produce more than all of the other nations of the
world combined.

The statistics which I have here show that for the past eight
years our average yearly production, imports, and exports have
been as follows:

refined, will be ex-

Hog lard, edible: Pounds,
Our average yearly production 1, 900, 000, 000
Our average yearly imports None.
Our average yearly exports 559, 000, 000
Neutral lard, edible:
Our average yearly production 73, 471, 973
Qur average yearly imports.

None.

21, 290, 000

1, 801, 934, 375
. 802, B

203, 854, 624

Qur average yearly exports
Cottonseed oil, edible :
Our average yearly ‘producﬂnn
r average yearly imports
r average yearly exports
(Nore.—Imported variety noncompetitive Inedible.)
Oleo oil, edible:
Our average yearly
QOur average yearly
Our average
Oleo stearin, edlb
Our average yearly Frm'lm-ﬂnn
Our average yearly import
Our averaiia yearly exports
Peanut oil, edible:
Our average yearly production (principally from
imported peanuts)
Our average yearly imports
Our nvem%e ]'Q&tl':g Lo g s SO SRR CO e 1 0
Nore.—Impor variety also used for industrial

purposes,
Corn oil, edlble:

roduction
ports.

furly exports.
P

186, 552, 000
None,

92, 643, 000
60, 228, 334
None.

283, 68T, 334

39, 967, 125
47, 170, 750
1, 027, 625

Our average yearly production . 103, 758, 000
Dot aneans via<Ty oxpate o,

Ur AVErage year 8. 5, , 872,

Tallow, edible:

Qur average yearly production 38, 865,000
Our average yearl 'por:R r\\:one.

. Our average 8. -
i g

average year) uction i
Our average yearly imporis = 49, 827, 333
QOur average yearly exports 59, 575

From these prime edible oils and fats we manufacture great
quantities of products or derivatives, such as vegetable lard,
vegetable stearin, and oleomargarine.
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We can not take into account the production of these deriva-
tives, because that would result in the duplication of the quanti-
ties of the prime oils and fats from which the derivatives are
made, but we must take into account the exports of these
derivatives, as in the exportation of them large quantities of the
prime, vegetable oils and fats were exported from the country.

Vegetable lard, edible: Pounds.
Our average yearly production 1, 150, 084, 750
Our average yearly ris. None.
Our average yearly exports 59, 417, 375

Mr. KING. Will the Senator kindly state the article of which
the exports were 59,000,000 pounds?

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN, Edible vegetable lard.
that is cottonseed-oil lard,
Oleomargarine, edible :

Our average yearly Prnﬂnaﬁnn

Our average yearly imports

Our average yearlf exports
Vegetable stearin, edible :

Our average yearly preduction 23, 819, B34

Qur average yearly imports one,

Our average yearly exports__ 2, T74, 66T

We are exporting tremendous quantities of our high-grade
edible vegetable oils and animal fats.

Our annual production is approximately 8,400,000,000 pounds
of these choicest edible oils and fats, and our exports are ap-
proximately 1,000,000,000 pounds annually. We have a tremen-
dous exportable surplus of our high-grade edible oils and fats,

INTERCHANGEABILITY,

Mr. President, the vegetable oils and fats which we produce
are all interchangeable in usage,

Salad oils are refined cottonseed oil, refined corn oil, refined
peanut oil, or olive oil.

Vegetable lard and amnimal lard are used interchangeably.
Vegetable lard is made principally of cottonseed oil, neutral
lard, edible tallow, and oleo stearin, but peanut oil or corn oil
can be used instead of the cottonseed ofil.

Oleomargarine is made of oleo oil, neutral lard, cottonseed
oil, peanut oil, corn oil, coconut oil.

All of these high-grade edible oils and fats may be considered
as one homogeneous product. They are inseparably joined in
market relationship,

Linseed oil is not interchangeable in usage with this great
group of edible oils and fats, and from a tariff standpoint it is
no more associated with the tariff problem as it relates to other
vegetable oils than petrolenm. The Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lapp] stated that linseed oil was in a separate depart-
ment.

Mr. President, American farmers are producing approxi-
mately 500,000 tons more of edible oils and fats than we con-
sume. Our cotton growers. corn growers, hog raisers, and cattle
raisers are aggressively invading the consuming countries of
Europe with their great surplus of edible oils and fats. We
dominate the world’s markets for high-grade ed:ble fats, and our
entire price structure is on an international basis. We must
sell our exportable surplus of edible oils and fats in the mar-
kets of Europe in competition with the foreign surpluses of
animal and vegetable oils produced by otheyr agricultural
countries.

Mr. SIMMONS. May I ask the Senator if he has carried out
his ealculations sufficiently to be able to tell us what propor-
tion of these oils and fats is exported in the aggregate, and
what proportion is consumed in this country? I do not mean
as to any particular one of these many varieties of oils, but the
proportion of all of them combined.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Before the Senator asked me the
question I read that approximately the 500,000,000 pounds of
edible oils and fats we consume are produced here.

Mr. SIMMONS. That includes them all?

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. I think that includes them all. I
had a mass of figures, and I compiled them by taking the

totals.

Mr., SIMMONS. We consumed, then, about 500,000,000
potmds? of these various oils and fats, How many pounds do we
export

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, That would indicate, as I stated
before, that we exported 1,000,000.000 pounds.

Mr. SIMMONS. We exported twice as much, then, as we
consumed ?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Our annual production of all of
these edible products and their derivatives is 3.,400,000,000
poum'lll;i and our exports are approximately 1,000,000,000 pounds
annually.

Mr. SIMMONS. We produce 3,000,000,000 and export
1,000,000,0007

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We produce 3,400,000,000, accord-
ing to the figures I have had compiled.

1 presume

Pounds.
227, 626, 000
one,
9, 615, 167

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator has just made a very illuminat-
ing statement. He said a moment ago, before I interrupted
him, that these oils and fats were upon a world basis of price;
that is to say, that the price of the exportable surplus con-
trolled and regulated the price of the domestic consumption.
Am I correct in that statement?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. As I understand it, the Senator is.
That was the statement I made. I am informed that the prices
of these oils are practically made by a group in Europe, and
they are internationally uniform. It is somewhat similar to
the price of wheat. I think generally the export price is the
price on the Liverpool market. !

Mr. SIMMONS. Then the effect of the Senafor’s statement
is that where we export one-third of our domestic production,
the price is fixed in the world market?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. In this particular instance,

Mr, SIMMONS. Even as to the part that is consumed at
home, If that be true, I desire to inquire of the Senator if
he can see any reason why there should be a duty upon any of
these products?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I stated that I firmly believe that
the attitude of previous Congresses in admitting free the
vegetable oils which are not produced here was a good policy.
I also stated that T had not been convinced that our farmers
intend to raise sufficient of the raw materials, the vegetables, to
press these oils necessary to supply the domestic market. There-
fore I believe that they should be free. But I also pointed out
what the claim of the farmers of the West was. I want to say
at this point that I believe the farmers have never had suf-
ficient consideration by previous Congresses, and that they are
entitled to protection where the industry is established and
where it exists. I have religiously voted for these duties to pro-
tect the farmer.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have not finished my statement.
If those products were displacing certain dairy products and
would give a larger market for the products at home, I was per-
fectly willing that a tariff should be imposed to keep the
vegetable oils out of the edible products, but that I firmly be-
lieved it to be unwise to penalize an industry simply from senti-
ment; and I want to say there is a sentiment or a prejudice
against these vegetable oils. But the larger question that im-
pressed me was the fact that when we put a duty on these oils
and do not give an outlet and allow them to be absorbed in the
industries, we back them up in central Europe, and it backs up
our hog lard and cottonseed oil products here and I do not think
that is fundamentally sound in tariff making.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator think that it is a sound
proposition to penalize one industry for the benefit of another
industry ?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
tion.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator said a moment ago that it might
be to the interest of our dairy products to impose duties upon
the oils of which he has spoken. I ask the Senator if he thinks
we should impose a duty upon one domestic product for the bene-
fit of another domestic product, Is that a Republican theory
of tariff making?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, I am not going to indulge in the
philosophy of the question.

Mr. SIMMONS. I was not asking the Senator the question in
any captious spirit.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I wanted to see these oils admitted
free, but the committee believed in their judgment, where there
was adulteration, as it had information that there was, and
where the farmers' products were being displaced to a certain
extent by an inferior product, that it was a gouod policy to im-
pose a duty.

Mr. SIMMONS. I will state to the Senator why I asked the
question. I did not know whether it was true or not, but I have
heard it stated, and the Senator being a member of the ma-
jority of the committee I am trying to ascertain the facts, that
it is proposed to put these high duties upon the oi's and the
nuts out of which the oils are made not in the interest of the
oil industry, not beecause the oil industry was asking it, but
because it was thought that the oils come in competition with
the dairy products of the country, and it was proposed to place
this obstacle and this handicap upon that industry for the
benefit of the dairy industry of the country. I was intending
to ask the Senator, if that were true, if any part of the pur-
pose of imposing these high prohib tory dut.es upon these oils
and fats which are imported was to protect the dairy in-
dustry from competition with those products, does the Sen-
ator think that that is a proper exercise of the tariff levying
functions of the Congress? Does not the Senator think that

I did not hear the Senator’s ques-
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would be using the protective principle for the purpose of
discriminating in favor of one domestic industry as against
another domestic industry? Has protection advanced to that
point in the United States?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. = Of course the Senator has asked
me a very complex question. We made tariffs, I recollect, in
the Underwood bill as to certain manufactured articles, where
duties were imposed against articles because they replaced
certain articles which were manufactured or produced here,
I think that has not been a new thought.

Mr, SIMMONS. This is not a case of replacing certain ar-
ticles that we produce. It is a case of displacing one article
that we produce by another article that we produce; that is,
not permitting the consumer in this country to determine the
question of which one of those two articles he prefers.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is true.

Mr. SIMMONS. As I understand the proposition, it is to
settle the question for the consumer in the bill and say to him
that we desire and intend that he shall buy dairy products to
supply his demands and not vegetable oil products and to ‘co-
erce him into deciding in favor of one American industry as
against another we put a high duty upon vegetable oils because
they compete with the dairy products.

I will say to the Senator that there has been legislation here
and about this very subject which I have thought ever since
the day of its passage—in fact, since I was a Member of the
Senate—was one of the most iniquitous pieces of legislation
ever written upon the statute books.

Years ago when I first came to the Senate the question of
imposing a tax of 10 cents upon oleomargarine was one of the
live questions of the day. I was a member of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry at the time, and the first speech that
I made in this Chamber was in earnest opposition to that tax,
It was upon the ground that the tax was manifestly and admit-
tedly levied for the purpose of discriminating against the
product of the cottonseed producer and in favor of the product
of the dairy farm. It was discriminatory legislation, which
was not justified, and I think there are very few people in the
country who have attempted to justify it. It was the dominat-
ing influence of a particular industry in the country that forced
Congress into that legislation.

As I understand the Senator, one of the chief purposes of
imposing these high duties upon the foreign nuts and foreign
oils is to protect not the manufacturers of those oils and the
growers of those nuts in this country but primarily to protect
the dairy interests of the country from competition with those
products. I say if that is the thought in this legislation it is
wholly indefensible. It is an application of the protective-tariff
system to discrimination among the domestic industries of the
country. It is arraying one American industry against another
American industry. It is protecting through the tariff the
products of one section of the country in favor of the products
of another section of the country. It is protecting the product
of one American industry against the product of another
American industry, whereas protection as originally expounded
and as interpreted until the present day, I think, without ex-
ception, has been, as alleged by its advocates, for the purpose
of levying taxes to protect American industry against foreign
industry.

1 did not ask the Senator the question in any captious spirit.
I think that he and I agree pretty well-—not altogether, pos-
sibly, but in the main—with reference to the imposition of the
duties upon oils and nuts. I was asking the question for the
purpose of securing information. I want to find out if that
is one of the reasons or if that was the chief reason for increas-
ing the duties up to the high rate provided in the bill. Is it to
protect the dairy industry against the vegetable-oil industry
of the country? Is it to protect the dairy industry of the
country against the products of cotton seed and the products of
peanuts and the products of soya beans? If it is, I would like
to know upon what prineciple of tariff protection it can be jus-
tified. Nothing more vicious or more un-American has ever
been advocated here, if, indeed, that is the reason for the pro-
posed high rates.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr, President, the Senator knows
that T am simply trying to defend the position of the com-
mittee with regard to the drawback clause. But I should like
to ask him a question before I answer the guestion which he
propounded to me, Did the Senator vote for a tariff duty of
2 cents on soya-bean oil in the emergency tariff act?

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I voted for nothing in the
emergency tariff act.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If the Senator did not vote for
thot 2-cent duty in the emergency tariff act, I can not answer
his question. But I have this to say in regard to the duty im-

posed by the committee on the vegetable oils where they were
used for edible purposes. If the vegetable-oil industry men-
aced the entire dairy industry of the West and vegetable oils
were imported in sufficient quantities to displace—a better
word than replace—the farm products of the farmers and
dairy farms of the West, I believe that the tariff would be
justified. If those products were utilized for edible purposes
here in destroying the product of the American farmer, I be-
lieve we should protect ourselves against them, Is that a
sufficient answer to the Senator?

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator astounds me. Are not both
the vegetable oils and the nuts, as well as dairy products,
products of the farm? Is it seriously proposed here that when,
as in this case, there are two industries in the country, both
legitimate, both recognized by the law, both products of agri-
culture, both regarded as more or less important, that we shall
discriminate between them and say that one of those industries
is more important than the other industry and deliberately pro-
ceed, through the exercise of the taxing power of the Govern-
ment, to suppress the one tfo the encouragement of the other?
Is it seriously proposed that we shall do that? If so, sir, it is
monstrous.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Oh, no, Mr. President; that is not
what I said. I said I believed the foreign vegetable-oil indus-
try menaced the dairy industry of the countiry and would de-
stroy it, and that we should protect our own farmers against it

Mr. SIMMONS. In my part of the country the farmer raises
cotton, and cotton seed that is most valuable as a staple. Whx
would the Senator feel that he was justified in handicapping
that product to protect the industry that merges from the dairy

‘in the northern, eastern, and western sections of the country?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Cottonseed oil is a product of this
country. It does not need protection, although we have given
it protection.

Mr. SIMMONS. Why did the Senator give it protection,
then?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. My answer to the Senator was in
relation to vegetable oil produced in foreign countries and not
produced here. If I believe that, if those oils menaced the
dairy farmers of this country, we would be perfectly justified
in placing a high duty upon them to protect the dairy farmers.

Mr. SIMMONS. They are the raw materials of the oil pro-
ducers of the country, and I do not distinguish the difference.
The factories can not run if there is not sufficient raw material
to be had to supply them. The argument of the Senator is that
if an industry has to import its raw materials it is not entitled
to the same protection as the industry in this country that does
not have to import its raw materials.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If the cottonseed oil industry was
menaced by foreign competition, the Senator would be very
anxious for protection, and I would be in favor of giving it.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have not yet finished.

Mr. SIMMONS. Very well

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The vegetable oils which are im-
ported into this country are not the character of oils which
are produced here, nor are the vegetables from which they are
produced grown here in suffftient quantity or quality to pro-
duce the oil. In the case of soya beans, for instance, the South
Carolina Crushers Association testified that the soya beans in
this country ripen too quickly; that they can not be produced
of proper quality. So, in the case of peanut oil, the Senator
from North Carolina knows that the peanuts of this country,
and particularly of his section, are so marketable and are in
such demand for edible purposes that the nonedible peanut oil
that is used in soap making does not come in competition with
his product.

Coconut oil is not produced here and comes in free. There-
fore the guestion of a protective tariff on these oils is not a
practical one. That is the question I am arguing, although
where the foreign oil may be used as an adulterant or a
substitute for an article produced here, such as a natural farm
product, and competes with the domestic commodity, then I
believe that it is perfectly practicable to impose a tariff duty
upon it. That is what the bill and this amendment provide.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, we' have in the United States
great industries which are engaged in the manufacture of
vegetable oils. They use various seeds, such as cotton seed,
peanuts, soya beans, and a number of other commeodities which
it is not necessary to mention. They import a small quantity
of those products for the purpose of crushing; they import a
small portion of the oil for the purpose of refining it, in order
that they may have a sufficient output to satisfy the demand.
If I understand the Senator from New Jersey, he says that if
any part of the raw material of these oil crushers is imported




10154

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JULY 11,

from abroad, he feels it is perfectly justifiable to place a high
duty upon that part of their raw material, not for their
benefit, not for the benefit of the labor which is engaged in the
industry, but for the purpose of preventing those oils from com-
ing in competition with the dalry products of this country.
That is all I wanted to get from the Senator in a clear un-
equivocal form, and I have it now.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, President, I want to show the
effect of a restriction of the European market on these products.

In Europe our surplus of hog lard, cottonseed oil, corn eil,
peanut oil, oleo oil, oleo stearine, vegetable lard, and other
edible fats must sell in competition with coconut oll, peanut
oll, soya-bean oil, and cotionseed oil from Oriental countries.
We can not possibly enact legislation here which will shut out
of Europe cottonseed oil, peanut oil, coconut oil, and soya-bean
oil from the Orient.

We can not avoid the competition of those foreign oils, and
so the question is entirely how we shall meet the competition
which we can not avoid meeting. Our farmers have been ex-
porting a great surplus of oils and fats for the past 50 years,
and it would be absurd to say that it has not been profitable
for us to enter the competitive markets of the world, other-
wise we would not have produced a great surplus and we would
not have continued to compete in the open markets of the world
for the past 50 years.

The American farmers' market for oils and fats for edible
purposes is at home and in foreign countries. The American
farmer is not producing these oils and fats for industrial pur-
‘poses, as can be readily seen by taking a typical year, such as
the year 1920. During that year our farmers produced
1,780,000 tons of high grade edible fats, such as hog lard, edible
tallow, neutral lard, oleo stearine, cottonseed oil, vegzetable
lard, oleo oill, corn oil, and peanut oll. Of this 1,730,000 tons
the American farmer exported approximately 500,000 tons of
the same interchangeable oils and fats.

There is no intentional production of oils and fats of this
group in the United States for industrial uses, with the ex-
ception of fish oils; and the only available oils and fats for
our industries, such as those engaged in manufacturing soap,
rubber substitutes, printing inks, leather dressings, imitation
leather, and many other products are the refuse fats which
unavoidably result from the production of the prime oils and
fats. ‘The only domestic supply of industrial fats which our
industries have available as raw material is the inedible tal-
low and greases which ave produced from butcher-shop scraps,
and by garbage-reduction plants and packing houses. The
whole process of producing oils and fats in the United States,
both vegetable and animal, is designed to obtain the greatest
quantity possible in edible form and to reduce to the greatest
extent possible the output in inedible form.

During the typical year 19200 there was produced in the
United States only 835,000 tons of industrial grades of oils
and fats, and hence our Industries must have access to foreign
supplies. All of the coconut oil, soya-bean oil, peanut oil, and
cottonseed oil imported by our industries is obviously taken
away from the nations of Europe, and thereby the competition
with our own exportable surplus is greatly reduced in the
Furopean markets; at the same fime American industries are
able to obtain their necessary basic materials and compete
with the industries of Europe for expori business in their
finished products.

The Tariff Commission’s report as to the operation of the
emergency tariff rates shows conclusively that duties on foreign
vegetable oils are inoperative so far as protection is concerned,
and are only an obstacle to American industries.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr., President,——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, I yield.

Mr, SIMMONS. I am heartily in sympathy with the argu-
ment which the Senator is now making, and, if it would not
interrnpt him unduly, I should like right here, for the purpose
of fortifying his argument, to make a brief general statement,
based upon the proposition laid down by the Senator a moment
ago that we could not compete in the purchase of these raw
materials in foreign markets with the high rates proposed to
be imposed by the pending bill. With tbe kind permission of
the Senator, I wish to say~——

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. I am very glad to yield to the
Senator, but I do not want to yield the floor, I will suspend
for a moment, if the Senator wishes to interrupt me, if I do
not yield the floor.

Mr., SIMMONS. I merely wish to reenforce the argument
which the Senator, as I understood him, was making.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. I will be very glad to have the
Senator make the statement, with the understanding that*I do
not surrender the floor. .

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I have had occasion to in-
vestigate this question, because it affects very vitally large
interests in my section of the country as well as the country
as a whole. I find it to be true that eottonseed oil is the domi-
nant oil; it dominates the price of oils; the price of all the
oils follows the price of cottonseed oil. It not only dominates
and fixes the price of the other oils of similar kind and char-
acter but it fixes the price of the raw materials in this country
out of which those oils are produced.

The Senator from New Jersey is absolutely correct when he
says that, on account of the large percentage of our domestic
production which is annually exported, the product is upon an
international price basis; that is to say, the price of cottonseed
oil in this country is fixed by the price in Hurope, where our
exportable ‘surplus is almost entirely disposed of, and as the
cottonseed-oil industry dominates the oll trade the prices of
other oils follow the price of that particular oil, and so all the
other vegetable oils produced in this country are upon a world
price basis. We do not fix the price of a single one of our oils
in the domestic market, but the price is fixed for us chiefly
in London, which is the great international market for those
oils and fats.

Mr. President, the source of the raw materials out of which
our vegetable oils are made is almost exclusively in America
and the Orient—chiefly in this country, but partly in the Orient.
The raw materials out of which Europe produces her oils
come almost entirely from the Orient. Europe does not import
g: any considerable extent her raw materials from the United

tates,

I think the Senator from New Jersey will agree to the propo-
gition that there are probably in Japan and in China and India,
where these raw materials are produced, but two purchasers.
One of those purchasers, but not the largest, is the United
States and the other is Europe, but chiefly Great Britain.
They are the only competitors in these great markets for these
essential products used in the industries of the two continents.

It is claimed, and I think it is manifestly true—and I ask the
attention of the Senator from New Jersey to this statement—
that with the high duties upon nuts, peanuts, and beans im-
posed in this bill and in the emergency tariff it has been found
practically impossible for the American purchaser of these raw
materials in the Orient to compete with the European pur-
chaser, How can he compete when, after he has paid the price
per pound, he must add 3 or 4 cents to that price in order to
get his raw material into his American mill, while his English
competifor gets his into England without having that burden
laid wpon him?

That is clearly the effect upon this competition between these
two sole purchasers and competitors in the markets of the
Orient. American buyers and manufacturers have been driven
out. We have left Great Britain in the sole and undisputed
control of that source of supply, practically the only purchaser
of this exportable raw material raised in the Orient. Of course,
it is obvious that Great Britain, therefore, can choose what price
ghe will pay. The price becomes a buyer's price and not a
seller's price.

In those circumstances is it not perfectly evident that if Great
Britain can get her raw material for a materially lower price
than under present conditions the price of the manufactured
product in Great Britain will be affected and reduced practi-
cally to the amount saved in the purchase of the raw material
by reason of the elimination of her chief competitor?

The Senator says that the price of our oils and our fats, of
which we are a tremendous exporter, will be fixed by the prices
of oils in the European market, and we find as the result of
forcing the American purchaser out of the Orient that the
European price will, as a matter of certainty, be greatly re-
duced.

Mr, GOODING. Mr. President——

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not yield now. I want to ask the Sen-
ator if it is not perfectly clear that If that takes place the price
of our domestic oils will be to that extent reduced, instead of,
as it is contended and claimed, increased as the result of these
high duties? In other words, indirectly—not directly—these
high duties operate not to increase the price of these American
oils, which are upon a world basis of price, but to decrease the
price of these oils in the American market?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr, President, that is my conten-
tion, and I claim——

Mr. GOODING. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to me
while I ask just one question? I do not care to take up any
time, but I simply want to ask the Senator——

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I have the floor,
and I am addressing the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
has the floor. Does the Senator yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am perfectly willing that this
question should be asked, but 1 wish to resume and complete
my speech. If the Senator will confine himself to a statement
of a few minutes, I shall be very glad to yield.

Mr. GOODING. I just want to ask one question, and that
is this: I want to ask the Senator from North Carolina, who
had charge of the Underwood-Simmons bill when it was in the
Senate, if it is not true fhat the Underwood-Simmons bill pro-
vides for reexport by bonding, so that where any foreign prod-
uct is8 brought in here and manufactured and reexported, 99
per cent of the duty is remitted?

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I am not able to say whether
we had a provision of that character with respect to this
product or not, but I think there was one.

Mr. GOODING. Yes; I think there was. That is my under-
standing—that it was a general provision in all of our tariff
hills.

Mr. SIMMONS. I think that was true, and I think there
is a provision in this bill for that purpose where these products
are used for other than edible purposes.

Mr. GOODING. That is my understanding.

Mr. SIMMONS. And I am in favor of it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is the proposition.

Mr. President, when it became apparent that the committee
intended to place a duty on these vegetable oils not made here
that go into edible products, I took the position that to compel
the industries that use 90 per cent of all of the vegetable oils
imported to pay this additional duty on these materials that
they utilize in soap manufacturing was unjust and unfair,
and a tax.

In derision yesterday the soap manufacturer was condemned
because he asked relief from this tariff, and it was pointed out
that the soap manufacturer was enjoying high rates of duty,
and therefore it was said that the farmer was entitled to have
this remote protection placed on these vegetable oils not made
here because the soap manufacturer was getting protection.

The soap manufacturer is getting 5 per cent ad valorem pro-
tection on the cheaper grades of soap, and he does not need it
and he does not care for it and he has not asked for it. It is

“a revenue duty pure and simple. On the high grades of per-
fumed soap, which form a very small percentage of the product,
we do impose high duties because they are luxuries. As far as
the soap manufacturer is concerned, he has a clean bill of health
on the guestion of any selfishness regarding this tariff, except
a protest against the injustice of it, and he has just as much
right to come here and have his rights defended as the farmer
of the West.,

What is the soap industry of this country? It is not in my
State alone. It is in over 25 States of the Union, and there
are 348 separate establishments. The capital invested is $212,-
416,866 ; salaries and wages paid each year, $35,399,914 ; numbex
of wage earners, 20,200, and the value of their product each
yvear is $316,740,115.

When you come to the guestion of paint—and some of these
oils are utilized there—there are 601 manufacturers, with $177,-
314,815 invested.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr, President, will the Senator permit me
to read just a sentence in view of what he has just said with
regard to the tariff duty on manufactured soap?

Mr., FRELINGHUYSEN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. 8. W. Eckman, of the B. T. Babbitt
Co., of New York City, appearing before the committee—and I
read from page 1272—says:

We are not here pleading for any protectlon on our raw materials or
finished product. e are able to look out for ourselves in that respect.

I know that some of the Ohio soap makers said that while
this protection was here, they did not care for if.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Senator is right, and I thank
him for his contribution. I simply want to show that when it
was attempted on this floor yesterday to accuse the soap manu-
facturer of being selfish in this thing, and asking for a high
rate of duty himself while he asked to be relieved from this
imposition on vegetable oils, that was not so; that he is not
selfishly asking for a duty.

The manufacturers of oilcloth and linoleum use some of these
oils, The capital invested there is $49,803,688 and the salaries
and wages are $8,207,546. The number of wage earners is
5,414 and the value of the products is $52,673,206,

In other words, on these products, not manufactured in this
country, heretofore on the free list, industries with nearly
$500,000,000 of eapitalization, paying $80,000,000 in wages, and
employing over 50,000 employees, scattered in every State of the
Union, are asked to pay a duty amounting to millions of dollars.

I claim that that is an injustice, that it fosters no American
industry, and, furthermore, that it injures the farmer more
than it helps him, because the absorption of those vegetable
oils creates a vacuum in Europe which is filled by our Ameri-
can products. Good business demands that we admit these oils
free under the bonding provision and remit the duty and take
the burden off of these industries, so unnecessarily placed
upon them by reason of the amendment of the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Gooping], asking that this provision be stricken out
of the bill. It will seriously injure the oil-crushing industry of
this country. It will seriously affect the southern farmer, It
will seriously affect the western farmer in the outlet for his
hog lard. I elaim that it is unwise and unbusinesslike to do
something simply because remotely it is hoped that some day
we may crush a few soya beans.

I am a business man. I am a protectionist. T am for a tariff
that will encourage and build up any industry; but the com-
mittee was not shown, and I do not think any of its members
were convinced, that it was necessary, simply from caprice or
prejudice, or whatever it may be, to put duties of 3 cents and
4 cents on these oils and make these industries pay them. It
will not help the farmer. It will hurt the farmer, and it will
seriously injure these great industries of our country, and more
seriously injure the workingmen who work in them,

I am opposed to this amendment being stricken out. It is a
safeguard against an unjust tax, and I hope the Senate will
vote to retain it.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I hope the time will come in
this country when the farmer will be able to speak for himself
and when he will be listened to. There is not a farm organiza-
tion in America that is not asking that this proviso, which per-
mits the vegetable oils to come in free when used in soap, be
defeated. There is no exception to that., The dairy associa-
tions, although they are protected in vegetable oils which are
used for edible purposes, are more alarmed than any other or
ganization in the country I know of, because they do not be-
lieve that they will have proper protection if these oils, which
are used for edible purposes and soap purposes, may come in
free of duty when used for making soap.

It is my hope as a protectionist that when we get through
with this tariff bill we will be able to defend every provision
in it. This is a provision that no man who believes in protec-
tion ean defend, because it gives a great industry in this coun-
try a preferred place in this bill. It gives them free raw ma-
terials, while the manufacturer of oleomargarine and of lard
sE}hstitutea must pay a duty of from 3 to 4 cents on vegetable
oils.

I can not understand why the farmer who produces the vege-
table oils in this country is not just as much entitled to protee-
tion when he goes into the making of soap as he Is when he goes
into the making of oleomargarine. I can not see that distine-
tion at all, and when they talk about backing up the fats of
this country or interfering in any way with our export trade,
when it is admitted that in all tariff bills there has been a
provision by which any commodities may come into this coun-
try and be reexported and 99 per cent of the duty refunded,
that argument is not worth answering or important enough to
warrant taking up the time of an intelligent body of men.

The Senator from New Jersey in his argument admits that
our exports of oleomargarine and oil fats which go into edible
uses are even greater than those of the products which go into
the soap making of this country. Tell me why the soap maker
of this country is entitled to any special privileges, why he shall
get soya beans, cottonseed oil, coconut oil, or anything else
free of dity, while the oleomargarine manufacturer pays a duty?

On all perfumed soaps the soap maker gets 50 per cent ad
valorem, and those soaps are made out of coconut oil, soya-bean
oil, cottonseed oil, and peanut oil that will come in free of duty
unless my amendment prevails. Laundry soaps, which bear a
duty of only 5 per cent, are made out of tankage, largely from
the slaughterhouses, and the garbage gathered in your great
cities.

The duty can not interfere, in my judgment, with the price of
laundry soap. I do not think it will make any difference at all
in the price of soap, because, in my judgment, if we have one
great combination, one great trust in America, it is the soap
makers, and .aey have grown rich, fabulously rich, until they
count their millions by the hundreds.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. President, in the interest of
accuracy I want to interrupt the Senator. He stated that the
soap maker had a high rate of duty on certain classes of soaps.

Mr. GOODING. Yes; and I stated that that soap was made
out of coconut oil, soya-bean oil, and cottonseed oil that the soap
maker receives free of duty if the committee amendment pre-
vails.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We admit that.

Mr. GOODING. And peanut oil, which you would have come
in free for the soap makers. That is my statement.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 1 think there is a complete answer
in the fact that not over 1 per cent of the entire production of
soap in this country is of this high-grade perfumed soap; that
95 per cent is the cheaper soap, upon which they need and ask
no duty, which they are willing to have free. The other 4 per
cent are medicinal soaps. Therefore the duty imposed upon
these soaps of which the Senator speaks is almost negligible—in
fact, is negligible—and so his argument does not apply.

Mr. GOODING. I do not agree with the Senator from New
Jersey at all. I think we pay fabulous sums for perfumed
toilet soaps and for shaving soaps in this country, the raw
material of which the soap people are to have come in free
if this committee amendment prevails. Why shall they have
free raw material, when upon the same farm, and through the
same crusher, goes the same oil which goes into edible uses,
and which bears a duty of 8 or 4 cents a pouad? The soap
maker is put in a preferred class. I do not think that is the
intention of the committee at all, but that is the result of the
working of this bill if the committee amendment prevails. I
can not believe it is going to prevail.

In 1917 there were 168,000,000 pounds of coconut oil con-

‘sumed in the soap industry, as compared with 126,000,000

pounds of cottonseed oil and 124,000,000 pounds of soya-bean
oil. I have not the amount of the peanut oil that goes into
soap, but it is considerable. Fifteen million nine hundred and
ninety-seven thousand pounds of corn oil went into the making
of soap in that year.

I do not agree with the Senator that the soya-bean industry
is not going to be a great industry. I placed in the REco=p
yesterday a statement to the effect that last year’s crop was
something like 8,000,000 bushels for seed. Again I want to
say, Mr, President, if there is anything this country needs in
all the world, it is some crop that will bring back the fertility
of the soil. All of our prosperity in this country must be
measured by the fertility of the soil, and the history of civiliza-
tion shows that when soil goes backward civilization goes
backward with it, and it is even true on an individual farm.
Show me a farm where there is a struggle to keep the wolf
from the door, and where it is hard for them to provide the
necessities of life, and I will show you where even civilization,
if vou please, Is going backward. - Any citizen is a better citi-
zen in this or any other country when he does not have to
struggle too hard for a living. He is in a befter frame of
mind toward the whole world,

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. GOODING. I yield.

Mr. WILLIS, I am very much interested in what the Sena-
tor is so eloquently saying relative to the maintenance of the
fertility of the soil, and I want to ask him a question, for in-
formation entirely. In the State of Ohio up to this time the
soyva bean has been raised either as a forage crop or as a means
of increasing the fertility of the soil by plowing it under. I
am wondering whether, if the use of the crop is changed and
soya beans are allowed to come to mafurity and are harvested
and pressed into oil, the crop so handled acts as a means of
increasing the fertility of the soil.

Mr. GOODING. There is no question about that. It is
through the roots of the plant that the nitrogen finds its way
into the soil and increases its fertility. Soya beans belong
among the leguminous plants, such as peas, which improve soil
fertility. Yesterday I put an article in the Rrcorp which, if
the Senator will read, he will find covers that very fully. It
also tells the story of improved machinery for cultivating and
harvesting, and the trouble they found, evidently, in North
Carolina, where they had not used this improved machinery in
the shelling of beans, has already been obviated. 1 was never
more convinced of anything in my life than that the soya-bean
industry is going to prove a great industry, because it must be
used to bring back the fertility of the soil. It has been used
in the State of Iowa for a number of years with corn, used
both for eutting for hay for forage and for hogging down. But
they are now beginning to grow soya beans for seed and for
crushing into oil. If we can have proper protection, there is no
question at all about the success of the industry.

1 do not care to take up the time of the Senate. This case
seems to be so clear that I do not anticipate that anything I
might say would have any influence. But I am unable to
understand why a preference should be given to anybody in the
framing of this tariff bill, and I can not see it in any other
light than that the soap makers are given a preference, I do
not see why they should have their raw material free.

The soap manufacturers have always been protected, and why
they should have a duty of 50 per cent on their finished product
and have their raw materials free I am unable to understand.

I know the committee has labored hard with this, and I ap-
preciate the great work they have done in preparing this bill,
but I can not agree with the committee in this matter. and I
sincerely hope that in the interest of the great principle of
protection, which has made this country what it is to-day,
there will be no schedule in this bill which can not be defended.
I have not forgotten what Schedule K in the Payne-Aldrich
bill did to the Republican Party.

I gend to the desk a communication addressed to the Members
of the Senate and the House of Representatives by the Texas
Cottonseed Crushers' Association and the Oklahoma Cotton-
seed Crushers’ Association. I would like to have it read and
appear in the Recorp in 8-point type.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered, and the Secretary will read the communication.

The reading clerk read as follows:

TARIFF ON VEGETABLE O1LS.

To all Members of the United States Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives, Washington, D. C.:

We address this communication as representatives of the
Texas Cottonseed Crushers' Association, Oklahoma Cottonseed
Crushers' Association, and various independent crude cotton-
seed-oil mills of other States in the South who are for a tariff
on vegetable oils that will protect the crude cottonseed-oil in-
dustry and the southern cotton farmer and peanut grower.

We are here to reinforce the demands of the producers for
a protective tariff on vegetable oil; to take issue with the
claims of the Interstate Cottonseed Crushers’ Association that
the erushers want free trade; to present the interchangeabilities
of these oils in their process of distribution; to point out the
reasons why the Senate Finance Committee report as written
affords no protection whatever to the producer of all fats in
this country, and suggest a remedy.

The permanent bill as reported by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee has granted sufiicient rates to properly protect the crude
cottonseed-oil industry and the farmers of the South, as well
as the dairy farmers and hog producers, and all others engaged
in the production of fats, namely, 4 cents per pound on coco-
nut oil, 4 cents per pound on peanut oil, 8 cents per pound on
soya-bean oil, and 3 cents per pound on cottonseed oil, How-
ever, the drawback provision in the schedule providing that all
oils used in the manufacture of soap and for other inedible pur-
poses, duty paid, will be refunded if the ofl is used for these
inedible purposes. There is also no duty on dried copra, made
from coconuts. These two provisicns combined, in our opinion,
invalidate the whole bill, and as far as a protective measure is
concerned it would be useless. ’

In the case of imported copra, the supply of which is prac-
tically unlimited as far as any possible demand is concerned,
we will have to absorb not only the oil produced from it, it
being crushed in American mills, but will likewise have the
cake and meal that will be produced from it in competition
with American feedstuffs.

DUTY URGED ON FORBIGN VEGETABLE OIL, CAKE, OR MEAL.

We urge a duty of one-half cent per pound on soya-bean,
copra, cottonseed, and peanut cake as a protection against im-
portation of these materials into this country. We urge this
especially in view of the fact that one of the leading manufac-
turers of soap has circularized the mixed-feed industry urging
their support for free importation of dried copra, on the theory
that the cake produced in its manufacture here would tend to
lower the prices of other concentrated vegetable oll cakes.

Total domestic production of cottonseed oil for seven years—
1914 to 1920, inclusive—shows a production of 9,857,146,000
pounds and 915,208,000 pounds of peanut oll, or a total of these
two domestie oils of 10,772,354,000 pounds, or an average annual
production of the two oils of 1,538,907,714 pounds.

Our imports for that same seven years were—

Pounds.
Cottonsead oil 113, 752, 000
Soya-bean ofl 1, 086, 226, 000
Peanut ofl 874, 345, 000
nut oil —____ 1, 201, 015, 000
Crushed in American mills from imported copra_______ 915, 088, 000

or a total import for the seven years of 3,680,406,000 pounds, or
an average annual import of all vegetable oils for that seven
years of 527,201,000 pounds.

Exports for the saine seven years were—

Pounds.
Cottonseed oil (14 per cent produetion) o e 1, 879, 045, 000
Soya-bean oil 985, 000
Peanut ofl —- 6, 513, 000
Coconut oll 159, 640, 000
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or total exports for seven years of 1,644183,000 pounds, or an
average annual export of 234,838,000 pounds of all vegetable oils,
against imports for that same seven years of 3,000,406.000
pounds, or an average annual import of 527,201,000

or }u‘; annual excess of imports above exports of 282,317,000
pounds,

We do not have the complete figures on the distribution and
usage of these various vegetable oils in different articles in
which they are used in this country, except for the years 1912,
1914, 1916, and 1917. These figures show there were used in the
soap industry for the years 1912, 1914, 1916, and 1917, 1,536,-
637,000 pounds, or an annual average consumption of 384,159,000
pounds. It also shows that for these same four years a total of
572,872,000 pounds of cottonseed oil was used in the manufac-
ture of seap, or an average annual consumption of 143,218,000
pounds, so if these various oriental oils are to be free of duty
when used for soap, it would necessarily eliminate the demand
for cottonseed oil for that purpose, and inasmuch as & net con-
sumption of all vegetable oils used in the manufacture of soap
is greater than the net importable surplus of all vegetable oils;
if permitted to come in free for that purpose, it would neces-
garily invalidate the protective feature of the schedule.

: THE ORGANIZATION OF THE COTTONSEED-OIL INDUSTRY.

We are safe in saying that not less than C5 per cent and
very probably as much as 85 per cent of all vegetable oils pro-
duced in this country and imported into this country are dis-
tributed through what are known as the four large refiners
and compound manufacturers and the five large Chicago packers.
These concerns are also owners of & large number of crude
cottonseed-oil mills. and are very active competitors with what
is kmown as the independent crude cottonseed-oil industry in
the purchase of cotton seed, and It is a fact that the compe-
tition is exceedingly extreme. We believe that a proper pro-
tective tariff will assist in prevemting a further concentration
of the industry. The four large refiners are not to be criti-
cized in their demand fer free importations of these various
vegetable oils. They are only exercising what is now generally
recognized as common to all interests everywhere, the right to
conserve and foster their own interests, and as these interests
are engaged in importing, exporting, and the conversion of these
various vegetable oils into the finished products and distributing
the larger portion of them, their best inferests, in our opinion,
do not lie in a protective tariff, but rather in world trade.
The soap manufacturers likewise are in this same position, and
they are not to be criticized for looking after their own in-
terests.

The crude cottonseed-oil industiry, or rather the independent
crude cottonseed-oil mills, in the extreme competition with these
large interests, are at this time in rather a demoralized and bad
financial condition. So much is this true that it Is also at-
tended by a bad psychology, and this is one reason why there
has been the apparent indifferemce on the part of so many
independent crude cotionseed-cil mills toward the whole ques-
tion of tariff.

THE INTERSTATE COPTONSEED CRUSHERS' ASSOCIATION MEETING AT NEW
ORLEANS ON JANUARY 4, 1922,

The Interstate Cottonseed Crushers’ Association at a called
meeting at New Orleans on January 4, through proxies largely
held and voted by these four large refiners, committed that
association to the policy of free trade, as the following analysis
of that vote will indicate. There were counted, all told, 253
votes. Of these 253 votes, 164 were voted by these large in-
terests. The convention: became tired and would not wait for
the whole vote to be tabulated, and the votes from North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Georgia, Mississippi, and Louisiana were
not eounted, but there were more dealers, brokers, and other
people associated in the business and im no manner connected
with the ownership or management of the cotton mills than
there were cotton-oil mills represented over and abeve those
owned by the larger companies. Of the independent crude-oil
mills voting, Texas and Oklahoma voted 58 votes in favor of
the tariff. Those voting against the tariff there were 37 inde-
pendent crude-oil mills, 82 brokers and dealers, 5 refiners, and
68 mills belonging to these larger companies, However, there
were only 5 voteg against the tariff from Texas and none from
Oklahoma. We are safe in saying that not over 40 per cent
of all independent erude-oil mills belong to the interstate asso-
ciation, and therefere were in no manner represented in that
vote. There were also three Japanese firms who voted against
the tariff. Therefore we are justified in saying that the New
Orleans meeting did not represent the attitude of the inde-
pendent crude cottonseed-oil industry on the tariff question,
and we feel that it is unfair to that pertion of the industry to
be advertised and understood to be fostering an idea that is
against the interests of the great American farmer everywhere,

These large refining interests made some very clever argu-
ments at the meeting, the central thought of which was that a
tariff on vegetable eils would not protect. Briefly, that soya-
bean and coconut oil, two principal oriental eils that are im-
ported into this country, were used as an edible very exten-
sively in Eurepe, principally in margarine, but in the United
States this oil is of such quality that it would not meet the
American standards and could not be used as an edible; also
that the industry in Europe is dominated by three concerns, and
by reason of our emergency tariff our importers and exporters
could not compete in the oriental market, leaving a virtual
monopoly of these three European companies, and therefore
such a low price when imported into Europe was at such a
low level that practically excluded us entirely from the Euro-
pean market in our own vegetable oils and greatly curtailed
the market for our hog lard. One of the principal arguments
being made for free vegetable oils by these interests is a com-
parison of our exports of cottonseed oil since January 1, this
year, as compared with the volume exported during that same
period of 1921, and without any analysis as to the price of’
cottonseed oil in 1921 and to-day. In March, 1821, cottonseed
oil sold for 8% cents per pound, crude, f. 0. b. oil mills. To-day it
is worth 10} cents per pound. At that time cottonseed oil was
the cheapest vegetable fat in the world as a result of conditions
that then existed. It was cheaper than soya-bean, coconut, or
any other vegetable oil, so when Europe bought it it was buying
the cheapest vegetable fat to be found in the world.

EMERGENCY TARIFF.

The emergency tariff bill was passed in May of last year,
and very guickly after that cottonseed oil began to advance,
and while it sold at 3% cents per pound im March, it sold as
high as 7% cents in July and 8 cents in August. Cottonseed
oil has been relatively higher during the whole year than
any other animal or vegetable fat. This is in part due, of
course, to the small cottom crop, but In a large part to the
emergency tariff. To-day it is selling at about 2} cents higher
than eoconut oil, duty unpaid; 3 cents per pound higher tham
soya-bean oil, duty unpaid; and there have been times when
coconut oil sold 2 cents per pound higher than cottonseed
oil and cottonseed oil at the same price as seya-bean oil
We are fully persuaded that but for the emergency tariff, by
reason of interchasngeability, one vegetable oil for another, that
cottonseed oil would be selling at least 24 cents per pound
cheaper than it is at this time, and we are sure that it has
protected the southern farmer and given him an additiomal
price for his seed eguivalent to the duty on these oriental vege-
table oils, in round figures $8 per ton on his cotton seed and.
$18 per ton on his peanuts, and on the cottonseed crop alone
in aggregate of $25,000,000.

Interchangeability : Notwithstanding the contentions that
were made by the refining interests at New Orleans that soya-
bean oil and coconut oil could not be successfully used as an
edible oil in the United States, the information we have and
the amounts of these oils heretofore used in the manufacture of
edible products in this country would tend to refute this state-
ment as follows:

[From TUnited States Department of Agriculture Pulletin No. 7003
later figures not available.] Pounds.
1914. Bo, oil sk .
1016, Sova-bean ol used 1n lard substituterooo-—ToioT 14247, 000
1917. Boya-bean oil used in lard substitote________ 34, 351, 000
1918, Boya-bean oll used in lard substitute___ 58, 517, 000

The eonsumption of soya-bean oil for 1918 for lard substitutes
is equivalent to over 900 tank cars of oil, or nearly one-third of'
the entire production of cottonseed oil for Texas this past
season. Furthermore, United Sta¥es Department of Agricul-
ture Bulletin No. 439 states:

As the process of refining soya-bean oil is improved and perfected
ere to use in all

thi Beems be scarcely any whiech has = part in the
:&nurncture of foodstuffs to which it wiHl net be an impeortant

PRESENT STATUS OF INDEPENDENT CRUDE COTTONSEED-OIL INDUSTRY.

The Texas Cottonseed Crushers’ Association went om record.
at its annual meeting last year in favor of a tariff en vegetable.
oils and the substances from which they are made. At a called
meeting of that association, on the 28th of December last, the
following resolution was unanimously adopted:

Moved that we confirm the resolution as passed by our last
annpoal meeting held at Galveston—that is, we especially indorse the:
action of the Southern Tariff Congress demandi that cottonseed and
competing oils be included in the permanent bill now before Con-
gress, and we urgently request all Texas Congressmen to u{g thia,
petition and lend their full cooperation to the Southern Tariff Associa-
tion. The resolution was adopted unanimously,

ATl except two members of the Oklahoma Cottonseed Crush-
ers’ Association are in favor of a tariff on vegetable eils.
Many crude oil millmen who were for a tarift before the New
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Orleans meeting, wlio were misled by the arguments made at
that meeting. have changed back to their original faith in all
parts of the South and are now demanding a tariff on vegetable
oils that will protect.

IN THE INTERESTS OF AGRICULTURE.

We hold no brief for the American farmer, Through vari-
ous farm organizations in the South, dairy interests of the
North, and the live-stock producing sections of the West, the
farmer is demanding protection and especially agalnst cheap
oriental vegetable oils produced by Chinese and South Sea
Island labor, 10 cents to 15 cents per day.

Our interest in a tariff is secondary to that of the farmer,
as it is immaterial to ug what we pay for cotton seed or peanuts
provided the products can be sold at such a price as will per-
mit us a reasonable profit. We are, however, interested in a
price being maintained that will induce the farmer to market
his production of cotton seed and peanuts, as during the busi-
ness collapse in the fall of 1920 and the early part of 1921 cot-
ton seed was so low in price that 20 per cent of the available
supply for that year was not sold to the crushing mills, and
therefore was never crushed, and to the extent of 1,000,000 tons.
We are further interested in the price of the products being
sufficiently high to encourage the farmer in increasing the pro-
duction of both cotton seed and peanuts,

We believe that our interests and those of the farmer are
identical and we do not apologize for demanding protection to
his interests as well as our own. It would also seem that
all men who have the interest of their country at heart would
appreciate that the farmer must be protected in order to be
progperous, and is entitled to receive all that can be granted,
With a prostrated agriculture we will have an impoverished
Nation, )

s NECESSITY FOR PROTECTION.

The unusual conditions that surromnd the independent crude
cottonseed oil industry are such that unless suitable protection
is granted against oriental vegetable oils and their substances,
the industry can not survive in open competition with the
larger interests in the business who are also engaged in the
importing and exporting of these various vegetable oils and
in the distribution of the finished product, including manu-
facture of these various commodities, for the reason that their
largest profits are made in the merchandising end of their
business.

TARIFF WANTED.

The duties prescribed in the Senate Finance Committee bill
of 4 cents per pound on coconut and peanut oil, and 3 cents
per pound on coftonseed and soya-bean oil are sufficient, pro-
vided the drawback provision iz eliminated, refunding the
duty when it is shown it has been used in the manufacture of
soap or for ofther inedible purposes. We also urge a duty of
2 cents per pound on copra, being the same relative ratio as
far as its oil content is concerned, as 4 cents per pound on
coconut oil.

Inconsistency of various fat schedules: Notwithstanding the
demands of soap manufacturers and other interests for free
vegetable oils and raw materials and the fact that the Senate
Finance Committee schedule on vegetable oil, which provides
for these different cils to come in free of duty when used for
soap and other nonedible purposes, all of which invalidates the
whole schedule as a protective measure in the interest of the
producer of the Nation.

Nevertheless laundry soaps carry a duty of 5 per cent and
toilet soaps a duty of as high as 50 per cent ad valorem, and
notwithstanding that the effects to all intents and purposes of
this schedule as now written invalidates the whole as a pro-
tective measure which will provide for manufacturers of oleo-
margarine a free raw material, a duty of 8 cents per pound
is given to the oleomargarine manufacturer, the principal in-
gredient of which is coconut oil.

- And notwithstanding that the lard substitutes manufacturers
are demanding free importation of oriental vegetable oils and
the substances from which it is made, which, in fact, they do
receive, if the Senate finance schedule as now written is en-
acted into law, nevertheless a tariff is given them as protection
against foreign manufacturers of lard substitutes and to the
extent of 5 cents per pound.

We do not complain at these various interests receiving pro-
tection, but we demand for the American producers of competi-
tive fats and olls protection against destructive foreign com-
petition.

CONCLUSION.

We believe the interests of the cotton farmer, peanut grower,
dairying farmer, and the hog grower, and the independent crude
cottonseed-oil industry are on one side of this question demand-
ing suitable tariff protection, and on the other side are the im-

porters, exporters, soap manufacturers, and distributors of all
the products of vegetable oil, and those who want to engage in
world trade even though it be at the expense of the great pro-
ducing element of this Nation.
Regpectfully submitted, J. 8. LECLERCQ,
Ep, WoopaLL,
B. W. Coucs,
Special Tariff Commitice,
Texas Cotlonseed Crushers’ Association.
y A. 8. ROBERTS,
Kpecial Tariff Committee,
Oklahoma Cotionseed Crushers’ Association.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, for the first time in this
debate, which has now proceeded for many, many weeks, I make
bold to address the Senate on the question of a tariff rate. I
do so0 at this point because my interest in the agricultural sched-
ule generally is very deep. I have believed for a long time,
Mr. President, that the producer of the agricultural commodi-
ties of this country should enjoy a reasonable measure of pro-
tection. I have thought for some time that it was somewhat
unfair, and in some instances exceedingly unfair, that the
farmer should have to make all his purchases in a protected-
market and sell his products in a free market. I may confess
also, Mr. President, with due humility, that I am especially in-
terested in the rates on agricultural preducts, because agricul-
ture is my business. I say with “ due humility " because in
spite of that fact I am not a member of the so-called * agri-
cultural bloc.” I have supported to date all the proposals made
by the Finance Committee in the matter of rates upon agri-
cultural products, and I expect, unless some new and unexpected
arguments reach my mind, to continue to support the committee
in the proposals which it has made and which have not yet been
acted upon.

My interest in this particular provision, paragraph 50a, on
page 22, and my special interest in the live-stock industry—I
will not say my knowledge of that industry, for I realize that
a little knowledge is a dangerous thing—prompt me more than
ever to support the committee in the propesal which it has
made, for I believe the proposal made by the committee is in
the interest of the agricultural population of this country and
its better interest as contrasted with the proposal made by the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. GoobiNg].

I think very few people in the United States except those
who are engaged in the live-stock business, or perhaps in the
cotton-raising business, realize the astounding pos'tion in the
trade of the world enjoyed by American fats and oils. We are
by far the greatest producers of high-grade fats and oils.
Nature has so endowed this continent, has so equipped the
United States with resources of an agricultural natuore that it
has not yet become necessary, and I hope it will not become
very necessary, for the American farmer to devote much of his
attention to the production of low-grade inedible fat and oil
products. The overwhelming proportion of our efforts, agricul-
turally speaking, is devoted to the production of fats and oils,
which lead the world in quality, which are known all over the
world, and command their market with the very best,

Mr. KING. Will the Senator from New York yield to me?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will

Mr. KING. I should be very glad if we could have a larger
attendance present.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not think it is necessary to call
a quorum. I am quite sure it would be dissipated within two
or three minutes after it had appeared.

h;r. GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do.

Mr. GOODING. In view of what the Senator from New
York has stated, is it not a very serious mistake to impose a
duty on edible oils that come into the country?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think not; certainly not if they are
to be used for edible purposes in this country.

Mr. GOODING. As I understood the statement made by the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. FReLINGHUYSEN], our export
trade In oils which are used in oleomargarine and lard substi-
tutes is very much larger than our export trade in nonedible
oils, such as are used in manufacturing soap and for other simi- .
lar purposes.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I emphasized that a moment ago.

Mr. GOODING. So that if a duty on nonedible oils will in-
terfere with our foreign trade, will not a duty on edible oils
interfere with it in the same way?

Mr. WADSWORTH. With our foreign frade?

Mr., GOODING. Yes.
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Mr. WADSWORTH. The duty on edible oils imported into
the United States to be used for edible purposes will not inter-
fere with our export trade; it will interfere with the domestic
business of producing edible oils and fats, and I am opposed to
that interference. What I want to defend, however, and preserve
is the immense export business of the United States.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I also wish to ask the Sena-
tor whether, in view of the provision in this bill which permits
reexport, it is not idle to talk about a tariff on vegetable oils
alone interfering with exports or reexports, becanse that provi-
sion applies to all Industries and is used very generally in
this country, and has been for a number of years? Why should
it interfere with reexport of soap produets and not with the re-
export of oleomargarine and the products of other industries?
1f the Senator can explain the exceptions, I should like to hear
him do so.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mryr. President, I was about to proceed
to develop what little argument I am capable of making. I am
not worried about the soap manufacturers; I am not rising here
upon the floor of the Senate as their champion or defender.
Their business is but an incident in the consideration of this
question, although it may be a rather important incident; I have
never figured out its relative importance. I am not rising here
to defend the linolenm manufacturers or those who nsed in-
edible oils and fats in the production of manufactured articles
to be seld to the people of the United States, and, if possible,
exported to the other markets of the world. What concerns me
most is the real object of the whole agricultural schedule, which
is the protection of agriculture. If there is one element of agri-
cultural production in the United States which is largely de-
pendent: for its prosperity upon its ability to sell abroad it is
that element of agrieulture which produces fats and olls, for, as
the Senator from New Jersey has shown, nearly one-third of all
the fats and oils produced in the United States by American
farmers are exported and sold elsewhere. If that one-third
were thrown back in any considerable degree upon the consum-
ing public of the United States it would so depress the price of
fats and oils as to injure the farmer, who is the original pro-
ducer of those fats and oils. .

We can not hope to consume the fats and oils which we pro-
duce, and yet we have every right to hope to feed a good part of
the world with our surplus, and that we are doing, or, at least,
that part of the world that can afford to pay the price for the
best article upon the market. People are going to eat fats and
oils; they are almost as necessary as salt, but, of course, they
are used in infinitely larger quantities, and if people can not get
the best, they will eat the seeond best; if they can not get the
second best, they will eat the third best; and so on down the
line. They must have them. Witness the desperate efforts of
the German people during the latter years of the war to get fats.
I undertake the prediction, Mr. President, that in most of the
wars which may oceur in the future the underlying, impelling
instinet will be the acquisition of oils and fats, edible. The
human race must have them, and it is that very fact which has
lent such immense importance to the so-called oriental oils,
some of which can be used, though not all of them, for edible
purposes,
American fats and oils command the highest prices in the
world. I want that export trade preserved. I know as well
as I may know anything—which may not be saying much—
that if by direet or indirect means we compel an increased
supply of second and third rate fats and oils in Europe, we will,
by the same token, decrease the consumption of American fats
and oils in BEurope, If we impose a duty of 8 or 4 cents a
pound on these ofls, which are used in the United States almost
entirely for so-called Industrial purposes, and thereby compel
the producers of suech oils and fats in the Orient to ship them
to Europe and to other parts of the world where teeming popu-
lations exist and dump them upon the European and other
markets, underselling American fats and oils raised upon our
farms, which are the cleanest and whitest fats and oils in the
world, I know that they will crowd out of those markets our
own products. That is what I fear; that is what I have feared
all along, and I think the Finance Committee has put its
finger upon the essence of this problem, and has drawn this
amendment in such a way as to obviate the danger which I am
trying to point out, and at the same time protect the American
farmer against the undue importation of foreign oils and fats
which, after arriving in this country, may be converted into
food products through adulteration or any other means.

What does this paragraph provide for? It starts out by put-
ting a duty on coconut oil at 4 cents per pound. Let me say just
a word about coconut oil. Where does it come from? Where
does the great majority of the coconut oil imported into the

United States come from? Seventy-five per cent of it comes
from the Philippine Islands, and every pound of it comes in
free of duty under our agreement with the Philippine govern-
ment; and if we will add to that percentage the copra which
may come in from the Philippine Islands, with its oil content,
we will find a total of something over 80 per cent of all that
we use in this country of coconut oil and the content of copra,
which comsists of coconut oil, coming from the Philippine
Islands free of duty., Why do not the Senators who are so
sincerely, and I believe In every instance but this, where I beg
leave to differ with them, so intelligently, defending the needs
of agriculture in the United Sates move to put a tariff tax on
the importations of coconut eil from the Philippine Islands?
We get nearly all that we use from there; but nothing is said
about that. That sitnation seems to be accepted.

I can not regard the coconut-oil sitmation as depicted in this
bill, therefore, as being exceedingly important, for the most of
it is coming in free of duty, anyway. The percentage we are
getting from the Philippines is increasing, slowly but surely,
from year to year, and we may get 90 per cent of it from there
before we know it instead of 75 per cent.

Cottonseed oil is listed here at 3 cents per pound. That is a
fine, splendid, staple American product. It is one of the three
or four elements in our whole agricultural sitnation which has
helped make American fats and oils famous the world over—our
immense production of first-class cottonseed oil. This paragraph
provides that if cottonseed oil is imported into the United
States, and it is thereafter proved to the satisfaction of the
Treasury Department that it is not used and has not been used
for food products; the duty of 3 cents a pound shall be remitted.
If it is used for food preducts, of course it comes into compe-
tition with the American food producer, including the American,
cotton grower. 1 believe with the Senator from Idaho that
he should be protected, and this bill does it. In that event,
3 cents a pound must be paid on the imported cottonseed oil,
The same observations hold good for the peanut oil at 4 cents
a peund and the soya-bean oil, of which we have heard so much,
at 3 cents a pound. Whenever these oils come into competi-
tion with the American food producer in the manufacture or
production of food products, they are to pay a tariff rate; but
if they do not come into competition with our food prducers and
our food products, they are not to pay a tariff rate. Per-
sonally I do not think they should ; for if we build up a barrier,
even though it be a comparatively low one, against the impor-
tation of foreign fats and oils of a second and third rate in
quality which are not to be used for food in the United States
we are going to compel the deluging of the European market
with those same oils, with which we can not compete in Europe.
The people of Europe are bound to eat the oils and the fats,
If they can not export, and if the people of the Orient can not
export their surpluses of these cheap second and third rate
oils and fats to the United States, they will keep them at home
and eat them. American people would not care to eat them, but
others will. They will have to.

The very exigencies of trade and commerce and their
difficult economiec situation will compel them to do so; and T
fear that in that event the American farmer, the man who
produces beef cattle and hogs and sheep and cotton will lose
a large portion of that splendid foreign market which has done
so much toward building up the live-stock industry and the
cotton industry of the United States.

Mr, President, I think the committee is right in this matter.
I am told that a good many farmn organizations have resolved
against the committee’s attitude. I fear that some of them
do not realize where the American live-stock industry's pros-
perity comes from, in large part. It comes, Mr. President, in
large part from our ability to export American meat food
products, fats, and oils at the highest prices commanded in the
world’s markets; and as long as we can keep doing that, and
protect our own domestic market against undue and unreason-
able invasion of it by competing food products, just so long
will American live stock and agriculture generally be safe. If
we should lose our export market on these things, and es-
pecially the matiers covered in this bill—fats and oils—we
can not hope to get the same prices for our cattle and our hogs
and our cotton seed when we send them to our domestic mar-
kets and endeavor to sell them there in order to keep our
business running.

So, Mr. President, I venture to express my approval of the
solution reached by the Finance Committee as set forth in
paragraph 50a. -

Mr. GOODING. Mpr. President, I think, in connection with
this duty, that I am in pretty close touch with the agricultural
interests of the country; and if there is another farmer in
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America, outside of the senior Senator from New York [Mr.
WapswortH], who is asking for free vegetable oils for soap, I
have not heard of him.

Again, I can not understand why the Senator, with his clear
vision of everything that he discusses in the Senate here as a
rule so well and so ably, will insist that a duty on vegetable
oilsg is going to interfere with our export business, That is one
of the things that I can not understand in the Senator, because
surely, with the provision in the bill that permits the refund-
ing of 90 per cent of the money upon reexportation, the duty
can not interfere with any manufacturer of any kind that wants
to reexport any product.

Mr, President, if this provision of the committee is adopted
this is what is going to happen, and a representative of the soap
interests admitted it to me, and, of course, it will happen as a
business proposition: They will go into the world's markets
and buy the cheapest vegetable oils they can buy and bring
them into America, and that will control the price of vegetable
oils in this country, because that vegetable oil will be used in
interchanging. They do not have to use coconut oil. They can
use soya-bean e¢il in making soap. They can interchange them.
They will just buy the cheapest oil they can buy and bring it
into America and beat down the prices, and this bill as far as
protection is concerned to the cottonseed growers and the soya-
bean growers and the peanut growers and the producers of fats
for soap just becomes a straight farce,

That is all I have to say.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I think the votes I have thus
far cast here in my very limited service bear out rather dis-
tinctly the idea that I am in favor of the policy of protection,
and particularly in favor of that policy as it is applied to the
products of the farm. Because I have favored that policy it
has been a delight to me to go along with the distingnished
junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. Goopineg], who has taken a
very active interest in these matters, and who, in my judgment,
has rendered a great service to the farmers and to the country
in aiding in writing into this bill an agricultural schedule the
most favorable to the farmer that has ever been written into
any tariff bill, so far as I know, in the history of the country.
The Senator from Idaho has had a large part in that.

I want to say at this point that I think the committee which
has had the exceedingly difficult problem treated of here in
paragraph 50a to deal with has reached a solution that is fair
to all.

I am not quite able o agree with my good friend from Idaho
[Mr. Gooping] touching some things that he has said regarding
this tariff rate and the interests and industries involved. Our
situation in Ohio is perhaps somewhat unlike that of some other
States, The soya bean has been raised in Ohio and will be in-
creasingly raised there. It is a great crop for the enrichment
of the soil. So far as I know, no soya beans raised in Ohio are
being used as a source of oil. There may be some. I do not
know about that.

Mr. WALSH of Mssachusetts. Mr. President, will the gentle-
man yield for a moment?

Mr, WILLIS. I y:eld to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator state
whether or not he has received any letters from farmers in
Ohio protesting against the duties upon these oils?

Mr. WILLIS, I was just about to take up that matter, and I
will take it up now. Because of the fact to which I have alluded
our farmers are very much interested in soya-bean growing, but
not as a source of vegetable oil. I have received no letter from
any Ohio farmer or from any organization of Ohio farmers
asking for this duty upon soya-bean oil, except as a means of
preventing the use of this and other vegétable oils in the pro-
duction of filled milk and substitutes for butter and lard, and
vet I personally know that there are thousands of them that
are very much interested in soya-bean cultuore, and the reason
of that is the fact I have stated—that the soya bean is used
there as a forage crop, and it is a splendid one, or as a crop
to be plowed under for the fertilization of the soil.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I suppose the Senator has
received no lefters either in regard to the duty upon coconut
oil or cottonseed oil or peanut oil?

Mr. WILLIS. Yes; I have received some letters, as 1 shall
explain to the Senator in a moment.

I have made some ingquiry about this matter amongst the soap
people and the varnish people, who have great industries in our
Stiate. So far as I have been able to find out from the inquiries
I have made, abselutely none of this soya-bean oil produeed
from soya beans grown in Ohio Is offered in any Ohio market,
nor have I been able to find any of them—I do not say that
there are not any, but so far as my inquiry has gone I have not
been able to find any—but that are willing to make aflidavit

that they have not been offered in the market any soya-bean oil
pressed from beans grown in the United States; and I state
that recognizing the fact that this report of the Tariff Com-
mission states the undoubted fact that in 1915, 100,000 bushels
of soya beans were pressed in this country for oil, but they are
not being so pressed to any censiderable extent now. It is quite
possible that as the years go on that industry will develop, and
I am in favor of encouraging it, and encouraging it by a rea-
sonable duty, but I doubt whether it would be wise to impose a
practically prohibitive duty on that product just now.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
vield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to my friend from Idaho,

Mr. GOODING. I should like to say to the Senator that the
junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LAop] read into the
Recorp on yesterday, as I remember, a letter in which it is
stated that at the present time practically all the soya beans
grown in this country are being used for seed—that is, the
larger amount of them. There is such a demand for them that
they are using practically the entire crop for seed, it is extend-
ing so rapidly and so fast; and I think that is correct. 3

Mr. WILLIS, I think that is undoubtedly true; and, inci-
dentally, that is one of the reasons why under present condi-
tions soya beans would not be used as a source for oil, because
they would be worth two or three times as much for seed as
they would as a source of oil.

I think my good friend the Senator from Idaho is mistaken
in another respect, when he speaks of the “soap trust.” I do
not know what may exist somewhere else, but I am fairly well
acquainted with the industries of Ohio. There is not any soap
trust in Ohio, and if there were I would not be speaking for
them. I am not their champion, and hold no brief for the soap
industries; but fairness compels me to state the fact that so far
as I know there is not anything of that sort at all.

I personally know of at least 30 independent soap manufac-
turing concerns in the State of Ohio, and a large number of
concerns manufacturing paints and varnish, all of which, of
course, are interested in these duties.

I have received a large number of letters from farmers. I
will not take the time to read them, but I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert as an appendix to my remarks just a few of the
letters and telegrams which have come fo me from Ohio farmers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

(See Appendix.)

Mr. WILLIS. My friend from Idaho suggests that the
farmers are not asking for free oil. They certainly are not:
but they are asking for exactly that which the committee has
provided for in this amendment. For example, I have before
me a letter, all of which I shall put in the Recorp, from one
of the leading agricultural men of our State, a man whom my
colleague knows as well as I do, the editor of the Ohio Farmer,
in which he calls particular attention to the fact that it is
desirable, from the viewpoint of the farmer of Ohio, to have
such provision in the law as will discourage, if not prevent, the
use of these imported vegetable oils in the manufacture of
edible products, calling attention to the fact that they are being
used in making filled milk, and in butter substitutes, substi-
tutes for lard, and so forth. That is the burden of the letters
and telegrams and other communications I have' received from
Ohio farmers.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I should like to ask
the Senator if the editor of the Ohio Farmer spoke in his com-
munication of coconut oil as well as the vegetable olls used in
filled milk? :

Mr. WILLIS. I think, in fairness to the editor, I ought to
read at least a part of the letter just now. It is as follows:

In the name of the dairymen and farm producers of Ohio we urge
the importance of adequate tarifi protection against the Importations
of oriental peanuts, peanut oll, coconut oil, soya beans, soyva-bean oil,
ete.,, which sre coming to be a tremendons factor In offering food sub-
stitutes which are placed on the market in competition with the prod-
nets of American farms.

I will not read the rest of the letter, but will put it in the
Recorp at the close of my remarks. He was talking about the
use of these vegetable oils in making edible products which
come in competition with dairy products. Here is a bundle of
telegrams to the same effect.

I think the committee and its distinguished chairman, the
Senator from North Dakota, who have faced a very difficult
task, have done a mighty good job of work in drawing the
amendment which they have offered. They have written into
the bill this language:

PAR. 50a. Coconut oll, 4 cents per pound; cottonseed oil, 3 cents per
pound ; peanut oil, 4 cents per pound; and soya-bean ofl, cents per
pound : Provided, That such oils may be imported under bond in an
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amount to be fixed by the Becretary of the Treasury and under such
regulations as he shall prescribe; and if within three years from the
date of importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouse satisfactory
proof is furnished that the oil has been used in the manufacture of
articles unfit ‘for food, the doties shall be remitted : Provided further,
That if any such oil imported under bond as above prescribed is nsed in
the manufacture of articles fit for food there shall be levied, collected,
and paid on any oil so used in violation of the bond, in addition to the
regular duties provided by thlsﬂfuanmph. 3 cents per pound, which
shall not be remitted or refunded on exportatlon of the articfes or for
any other reason.

I think, then, thaf the Finance Committee has made a fair,
an earnest, an honest, gnd I may say, in my humble judgment,
a successful effort toward the solution of this problem, upon
which I congratulate the chairman, I shall support the com-
mittee amendment. If provides fair protection upon vegetable
oils produced by American farmers; through the bonding provi-
sion free entry of vegetable oils is secured for the encourage-
ment of foreign trade and for the guaranty of a supply of
cheap soap material for the United States, and at the same time
the use of these vegetable oils is prevented, so far as possible,
from entering into edible products that would come into compe-
tition with our own dairy products,

APPENDIX.

Tas OHI0O FARMEER,
Cleveland, Ohio, March 25, 1922,
Hon, Frank B. WILLIS,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

Dear SeNATOR: In the name of the dairymen and farm producers of
Ohilo we urge the importance of adequate tariff protection against the
importation of orlental peanuts, peanut oil, coconut oil, soya beans,
soya-bean oil, ete., which are coming to be a tremendous factor in offer-
ing food substitutes which are placed on the market in competition with
the products of American farms.

We feel that we can look to you to protect the interests of our funda-
mental industry, which is just getting back onto its feet after the most
trying time in our history.

Thanking you for whatever effort you can exert to ssrotect the homnest
products of American dairies, stock farms, bean fields, cotton planta-
tions, and linseed producers, we remain,

Yours respectfully, Joux ¥, CUNKINGHAM.

Lama, Ou1o, March 20, 1932
Senator FrRANE B. WILLIS,

United States Benate, Washington, D. C.:

The dairy interests of northwestern Ohio require protection against
vegetable olls used for making butter substitutes. The duty should be
at lenst 5 cents per pound on vegetable oils and 3 cents per pound on
copra and soya beans,

THE FagMErs' Equiry Uniox CrEiAmery Co.,
OrEN DICEASON, Secretary.

Wausgox, On10, March 20, 1923,

Sepator F. B. WILLIS,
Washington, D, (.:

Our organization of 4,000 dairy farmers faver duty of 4 cents per
pound on vegetable oils and 2 cents on copra and soya beans. This is
necessary to safeguard the dairy business.
NORTHWESTERN COOPERATIVE Sarms Co.,
J. C. Burg, President.

CorLumers, OHIO, March 22, 1983,
Hon. F. B. WILLIS,
Senate Office Bullding, Washington, D, C.:
Ohio milk producers Insist that you use all possible efforts to secure
a dury of not less than 4 cents per pound on vegetable oils and 2 cents
on vopra and soy beans, thus securing the market for Ohio’s dairy
products and safeguarding the health of the ;eneralEpnblic.

. D. Wam,
Eecretary Ohio Dairy Marketing Organization,

JeFFERSON, OHL0, March £1, 1922,
Hon, F. B. WiLL1s, Washington, D. C.:

The Dalirymen's Cooperative Sales Co., of Youngstown, Ohio, com-
posed of 11,000 dairymen, urge you to work for a duty of 4 cents a
Bound on vegetable oils and £ cents & pound on copra and soy beans,

airymen must have this protection.

P. 8. BRENNEMAYN, President.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, paragraph 50a brings to
tLe front one of the thousands of difficult and complex problems
which the Committee on Finance has had to face in formulat-
ing a protective tariff bill. The formulation of a tariff bill for
revenue only is very simple. All the committee has to deter-
mine is the amount of the imports, the effect of certain rates
upon those imports, and what we need to raise, and then divide
that amount among the several classes of imports in a way that
will be least burdensome to the American people. That is a
simple process.

But when framing a bill from the protective standpoint,
vou have first to measure the effect of each duty upon the first
or primary industry into which the article goes, then the second-
ary industry. Then you have to take each article which enters
into a product and trace it through all the ramifications of the
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industrial concerns of the United States and ascertain just what
effect it has not only in the production but upon the ultimate
consumer,

It is a difficult process, indeed, and it brings into the arena
all of the conflicting interests and forces, and in an acute form
that is true of this particular paragraph.

The primary contestants in the matter of the duty which has
been placed upon these oils were the dairy interests on the one
side and the general industrial interests on the other. The
dairy interests naturally wanted to cut out anything capable
of being used in an edibleé form which might conflict with their
product, The industrial interests desired to get the particular
products in without their being loaded with any duty what-
soever,

During all the years I have been in the Senate I have been
attempting to make not only the Senate understand, but to make
the world understand, as far as I could, that it was an erro-
neous idea to assume that God Almighty created a class of people
known as farmers simply to produce food and clothing for the
rest of humanity to eat and wear, and that all a farmer was
entitled to was an existence out of that business. I have been
trying to convince the country that if possible farming ought to
be made so remunerative that people could engage in it as a
business and could conduct it in the same manner in which they
conduet any other business; that they could employ their sons
and daughters and pay them wages, the same as the banker
would employ his son or his daughter in the bank and pay a
wage ; and that they could secure from their efforts an amount
above the bare expenses of operation sufficient to declare a
dividend at the end of the year.

Gradually we are trying to reach that condition, gradually we
are bringing the interests of the farmer to the front, and we are
trying to protect his interests the same as those of any other
industry. I feel under great obligations to the Senator from
Idaho and to the farm bloc for the efforts they have put forth
to get honest protective duties for the farmer, and I wish to com-
pliment them also on the fact that they have been willing to
give protection to every other industry in the country.

But the committee faced a difficult problem in dealing with
this particular case. There were the two interests. The
farmer should not be blind to the interest of the manufacturer,
and the manufacturer should not be blind to the interests of
the agricultural producer. We want to so levy and adjust our
tariff rates from the protective standpoint at all times that
they will not injure any business, bnt will raise both interests
to a higher plane of prosperity. That is what we are trying to
do in the final settlement of this case.

I stated that we began some time ago to try to protect the
farmers’ and the dairymen’s interests. When we first began
to manufacture oleomargarine it went upon the tables in our
restaurants and in our hotels and sold for from a half to two-
thirds the price of good butter, and we used it without knowing
what we were using. It was colored, and it was so flavored
that ordinarily in using it upon the table you could not tell the
difference. Thus in the early days we were putting into our
stomachs stearin, deodorized lard, and every other kind of
stuff out of which they manufactured oleomargarine.

Finally Congress determined that they would stop at least
the fraudulent use of it, and they levied a tax upon margarine,
They said to the people, “ If you want to buy it, you ean pur-
chase it, but you have to purchase it identified so that youn
will know it is not butter.” That was our first step to protect
the dairy interests of the United States.

We have gone further in this bill, We have not only put a
duty of 8 cents a pound upon all imported butter, but we put
a duty of 8 cents a pound on everything that is sold as a sub-
stitute for butter, no matter what it is. So the dairyman must
admit that we have done the best we could to protect his
interests.

When he was before our committee all he claimed, as sug-
gested by the Senator from Ohio, was protection on the edible
products. He did not want to have these oils brought in and
used in competition with cream and milk, butter and cheese,
and that is all be did ask. I have talked with a number of
those who represented those interests, and they were satisfied
with this provision. Of course, they would have been better
satisfied if we kept them out entirely, because they argue,
just as the Senator from Idaho does, that it has some effect as
a displacement of our American fats and oils,

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I want to say to the Senator,
who, as chairman of the committee, has worked very hard, that
I think I am in a position to know what the dairy interests of
this country want. No doubt some of them have stated what
the Senator has said they did, and indicated that they were
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satisfied. But their organizations everywhere are opposing this
provision, which permits vegetable oils to come in free for the
soap people. I have plenty of telegrams and letters which I
could pur into the Recorn if I cared to. They feel they are not
going' to get proper protection if this provision is adopted.

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; I heard the argument of the Senator
and I will answer it most briefly. I do not agree with the
Senator from: New York and the Senator from New Jersey with
reference fo the great danger that we would have in disposing
of the fats and oils which we produce in this country if we
prevent the oils from India and the "Orient from coming into
the United States. Their argument is—and there is some-
thing in it, but I think they give to it a greater weight than it
is entitled to—that if the oil of the Orient and India can not
come into the United States, it will go to Italy, Great Britain,
and France and will be consumed there, and that just to the
number of pounds, we will say approximately, that they con-
sume of those oils in those countries they will not consume the
tallow and the lard that is manufactured in the United States.
Well, each product, as a rule, has a market of its own for the
particular purpose, and while T have no doubt that it would
affect us to some extent, I do not think we need to give it the
weight that is given by the two Senators whom I have men-
tioned.

But now T want to consider for a moment what we have done
for the dairymen and for the American producer of fats in the
United' States. What do we produce? We have cattle and
hogs and we have fish. What have we done? We have pro-
tected those. In paragraph 49 we have put on cod and her-
ring and menhaden oils 5 cents per gallon duty. We have
put on whale and seal oil 6 cents per gallon duty. We have put
that on whether they come in and are made into soap or not.
There is no rebate on that. On sperm oil we have placed a
duty of 10 cents per gallon and on all fish eils not specially
provided for a duty of 5 cents a gallon. So we have defended
the American fats and greases against fish oils of every nature,
kind, or description. Those are not included in the oils which
we say may be used without the payment of duties, provided
they do mnot go into edible products, . Those have to pay a duty
anyway, no matter for what purpose they are used.

Then again, we have provided on all other oils and fats 20
per cent ad valorem., Then we come down to castor oil, hemp-
seed oil, linseed oil, flaxseed, and olive oil, and upon all of
those we place a duty, no matter for what purpose they are
used in the United States. Olive ofl in containers bears a duty
of 60 cents per gallon, and other olive oil not specially provided
for 60 cents per gallon. Even poppy-seed oil, raw or boiled or
oxidized, bears a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem. All of these
bear a duty, no matter for what purpose they are used. We
selected four of these oils and stated that if any of those four
kinds come in the United States and are not used for edible
produets, then the duty may be remitted.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President—— g

Mr. McCUMBER. But if they are used so that they can in
any way come in competition with our dairy produects, then the
full, heavy duty must be paid.

I yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. TOWNSEND. The thing that disturbed me in that par-
ticular was the question as to how we are going to determine
that fact,

Mr. McCUMBER. Experts of the Treasury Department say
there is no difficulty whatever in doing it. We have similar pro-
visions with reference to the use of certain products. It is just
as easy as it is to determine when one gets a drawback what
proportion of the product has been exported and what propor-
tion has been used in the United States.

Mr. TOWNSEND. It seems to me it is much easier to deter-
mine the question of reimportation, which is a general princi-
ple, and to know how to handle it than it is to segregate from
this product, as it comes here and is stored for three years
under bond, that which can be used and is used for edible pur-
poses from that which is not. Practical men have informed me
that this is an almost impossible task.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator does not wait until three
years have elapsed before anything is done. Of course, the
product is brought here in bond, and the moment he takes any-
thing out of bond he has to report it, and he has to report finally
*what it is used for, or if it is sold it is quite easy to trace
where it has gone.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Of course, if I thought that was easy I
would not question it, but it seemed impossible to me. »

Mr. McCUMBER. For instance, under this bill our carpet
wools come in free, We will have to trace to find that those
woels actually go into the manufacture of carpets. The de-

pariment believes that it will find no difficulty in enforcing
this provision.

I say there were simply four kinds of olls which we allow to
be used, and most of them are used in soaps, and they may
come in free provided they are used for a specific purpose and
do not go into any other edible product. What are they? Coco-
nut oil is one and bears a duty of 4 cents per pound. Where
do we get our coconut oil? Seventy-five per cent of it comes
from the Philippine Islands. That comes in free, Now, the
Philippine merchant can make his oil out of 80 per cent of
Philippine coconuts and 20 per cent of Indian coconuts and still
bring it in free. When we come to the question of copra, the
erude coconut meat dried, it is simply a question whether our
American erushers or oil producers shall surrender their busi-
ness over to the Philippine Islands. We levy a small duty,
but it is not a bagatelle, and it will not affect the soap-making
industry or any other industry in the United States. There is
not a dollar's worth of copra that can be used in the manufac-
ture of condensed milk or in any other dairy product without
paying the full rate of duty.

I believed in going further than that. My own opinion is
that we should do with all of these butter substitutes exactly
what we did for oleomargarine—put a tax upon it so that they
can not drive out of business the dairy industry of the United
States. I wonld not object to the use of these substitutes at
all if T considered that the product was just as good, but I
believe that it is practically a fraund upon the consumer,

Next is cottonseed oil. What is that used for? Ninety per
cent is used in the United States for food products. We can
not prevent that. Ninety per cent of it goes into substitutes
for lard and other food products. All we have said is that the
other 10 per cent or anything that is brought into the United
States shall not be used for food products without paying the
duty. That is all that was possible for us to do to protect
against the nse of cottonseed oil in an edible product.

The next is soya-bean oil, 3 cents per pound. The soya-bean
oil ean not be brought into the United States without paying
that full duoty unless it is brought in for the purpose of pro-
ducing something else than an edible product. What ean it be
brought in for? It can be used in the manufacture of paints,
To-day I think the price is so high that it could not be used for
that purpose. But assuming that linseed oil goes up so that it
would induce the manufacturer of paint to mix in g certain
portion of soya-bean oil, he has not as good a product of paint,
and that is absolutely certain. It is an adulterant and no good
concern would dare to use it if they depended upon maintaining
their good reputation. But it may be that to the small extent
that it may possibly be used in making paints it will compete
with linseed oil. However, I do not think there will be much
danger even there.

Mr. KING. Mr. President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Nicaorsox in the chair).
Does ?the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from
Utah

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield in a moment. I think the
soap industry can take care of itself, but I realize the fact
that the real wealth of a nation depends upon the balance of
trade in its favor in dealing with foreign countries. I would
first take care of our home markets and see that the American
laborer and the American producer first had his own market,
that he might receive a good wage and a fair return upon his
investment. I would take care of that first, but as soon as that
was taken care of I would reach just as far into the market as
possible for the purpose of getting as great a balance of trade
in our favor as we could. Therefore when these oils come in
and are manufactured into soap and that soap is exported, or
an equal quantity of the oil is exported, I do not think that the
producer of fats in the United States, the farmer who raises
hogs and cattle, is. going to be seriously injured. Whether,
there is a little injury or not, Mr. President, this was a compro-
mise, and it was the best that we could get to satisfy all classes
that were interested in the subjeet.

I now yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr, KING. I think perhaps the Senator covered the point I
had in mind. The Senator in discussing th& soya bean said
that the product of it, the oil, was used for paint purposes, and
indicated that that was the only purpose for which soya-bean
oil was used.

Mr. McCUMBER, It can not be used for food purposes.

Mr. KING. It is used for soap.

Mr. McCUMBER. It may be used for soap and for ofher
industrial purposes.

Mr. KING. What I had in mind was that the Senafor did
not intend to limit its use to paint purposes.
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Mr. McOUMBER. No. What I meant to say was that the
only thing with which it came directly in conflict which "the
farmer produced is linseed oil.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before a vote is taken I desire
to submit a few remarks and have read an editorial that I
think is pertinent to the gquestion before us and answers some
of the arguments suggested by the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Laop] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Goopina] who
are representatives of the farm bloc. They have contended,
and others have accepted the same view, that imported vegetable
oils come into competition with dairy products. In my opinion
this view is erroneous and the facts already disclosed by the
record do not support such contention.

I joln with Senators in paying tribute to the agriculturists
of the United States. Upon various occasions I have referred
to the difficulties under which they have labored and the hard-
ships which they have encountered. I have stated not only
during the course of the debate upon this bill but npon other
occasions since I have been in the Senate that there has been
too much legislation of a special character and that Congress
has too often exhibited a solicitude for the manufacturing in-
terests at the expense of the agriculturists. I have not been
able to understand how the farmers of the United States could
have given such general support to the Republican Party, par-
ticularly during the reign of the extreme Republican protec-
tion sts, because that party has been controlled by forces anrl
interests that have been deaf to the needs and welfare of the
agriculturists of the United States. The farmers have been
compelled to buy many of the commodities essential to their
life and welfare from protected interests, and they have sold
their products at prices which were fixed by world prices. They
have supported policies that enabled the manufacturers of the
United States to form combinations, monopolistic in character,
under which domestic prices for the products of such organiza-
tions have been forced to Inordinately high levels,

The farmers have been the victims of the protection policy,
and instead of condemning the Republican Party and its op-
pressive economic policies the agriculturists have given very
general support to the party that was hostile o their best inter-
ests. And we are told now that certain groups have been formed
to procure the passage of this bill. The agricultural interests,
it is claimed, will support the bill because of the promises of
protection to the farmers, and, of course, the manufacturing
interests of the United States will support it because it lays
tariff duties so high as to enable the domestic producer to fix
prices that will bring enormous profits to the domestic manu-
facturer,

I believe that the prosperity of the United States goes hand
in hand with the prosperity of the farmer. But the farmer
and the lMve-stock producer will not be benefited by this bill
and the provisions which are urged as affording henefits to the
farmers will prove to be like dead sea apples.

This bill is in the interest of certain great industries, such
as steel, the textile and woolen mills organizations, the dye
corporations, the chemical interests, and others which I will
not now mention. There may be a few paragraphs in the bill
which deal with agricultural products from which some benefit
may be derived by the farmers of the United States, but gen-
erally speaking, I repeat, this bill will prove injurious to the
farmers and harmful to the live-stock interests of the country,

Mr. President, I ask that an editorial appearing in the Feb-
ruary issue of the California Dairyman, a newspaper published
in Los Angeles, Calif., may be read from the clerk’s desk. While
I do not assent to all the conclusions drawn I think it answers
some of the objections urged against the importation of vege-
table oils and demonstrates that the importation of such oils
will not prove harmful to the dairymen of the United States;
also that the emergency tariff bill did not operate as promised
by its advocates,

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read as requested.

The Assistant Secretary read as follows:

ANOTHER ANGLE OF THE TARIFF QUESTION.

A careful arml‘ysia uf the trade conditions resulting from the present
emergency tariff import dutf on foreign vegetable oils clearly shows that
the operation of this duty is an important cause of declining prices for
butter fat and ho; lard.

The intended effect of the emergency import duty was that protection
would be given both to the vegetable and the animal fat indpnstries.

It was recognized that the prices received by the American producers
and manufacturers of dairy and hog products were directly ns«:‘tod by
}'gsdmfgg;z prg‘ces of edible vegetable oil products, such as margarine and

und.

The framers of the present emergency tariff considered that by im-

sing a duty on cheap imported oriental oils, fair market prices could

obtained by dairymen, cotton growers, and hog raisers, and, inci-
dentally, the Government conld ecollect gome much-needed revenue.

Io actual practice none of these desirnble results occurred. What
did happen was that the duty acted as an embargo and millions of

nnds of oriental oil which previously used to find their way in a
ge measure Into American industrial channels were diverted to
Euromn markets for use as edible oils. This diversion of inferior
oriental vegetable oils from their industrial use in the United States to
use in edible form in European countries has caused a decrease in our
monthly exports of cottonseed oil of from 60,000,000 pounds in«Janu-

» 1021, to five to ten million pounds at the present writing.

t has been recently shown to the Committee on Finance of the United
States Senate that our import tariff of 20 cents a gallon on coconut,
80y beans, and cottonseed oils and 26 cents on peanut oil has permitted
Eurogeln buyers to centralize their purchases of these oriental ofls
which the duty excluded from our country.

This concentrated buying in Europe and the absence of American
cnm?eﬁtlve buying for Industrial purposes caused a decline in foreign
gdiol:‘e gt and oil prices below cost of production of our American

roduc

When we take into consideration that this country normally would
export over 60 per cent of its hog-lard production—nearly a billion
pounds—and about 400,000,000 pounds of eottonseed oil it becomes
obvious that when a considerable portion of this exportable surplus
fnilsk tto find a profitable export sale it must remain our domestic
market,

Any condition which prevenis the widest export sale of cottonseed
oil means more and cheaper margarine and lard compound and propor-
tlonate declines in butter fat, dairy cattle, and hog prices.

On the other hand, a return to the normal import and export condi-
tions affecting vegetable and animal oils, which prevailed prior to the
emergency tariff, will nndoubtedly result in an upward price reaction
i:ecrln tti;:g colton growers and members of our own dairy and live-stock

ustries,

A Siotective import tariff on butter and butter substitutes is a
necesslty.

It is still more important that the import duty on foreign edible oil,
Bﬁ’df. 11:3 beans as now written in the proposed permanent tariff be
eliminated.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, 1 regret that the proponents of
the amendment, and particularly those who belong to what is
denominated the *“ farm bloc,” were not in the Chamber to
listen to the admirable editorial which has just been read and
which shows the untenable position of the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Gooping] and the distinguished occupant of the chair, the
Junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Lapp].

Mr, President, a statement was made by the Senator from
Idaho relative to the increase in the price of vegetable oils
following the passage of the emergency tariff act. A sufficient
reply to the contention that the emergency tariff law was
responsible for any possible increase in the price of vegetable
oils is found in the report submitted by the Tariff Commission
under date of June 27, 1922, On page 58S of that report the
following appears:

The price of eottonseed oil is Influenced chiefly by the price of lard
of which the United States is the largest exporter, When the price of
the latter exceeds that of cottonseed oil by a certain amount, the market
for lard substitutes, which consumes 80 per cent of our cottonseed-oil
production, is improved and the price of the oll advances, Table 13
shows the price trend of cotton oil since 1914. It will be noted that
minimum prices for recent years prevalled in April, 1921. The subse-
quent rise in prices, while possibly due— .

I presume the words “ while possibly duoe’ were deemed
proper in view of the nature and character of the work of the
commission, but it is obvious, if one may interpret the mean-
ing of the writer by the language employed, that the author
of this report did not deem the rise in prices, small though it
was, as in any degree attributable to the emergency tariff act—

The subsequent rise in prices, while possibly due In some measure
to the effect of the emergency tariff, was influenced by at least four
other factora:

11} The shortest cotton crop in two decades.

2) The large increase in lard exports in 1921, which advanced the
price of lard and, consequently, of cottonseed oil.

That is exactly the contention of the Senator from New York
[Mr., WapsworTH], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. FrELING-
HUYSEN], and the chairman of the Committee on Finance [Mr.
McCumeer], that because of the interchangeability of these
vegetable oils and animal fats, and by reason of the tremendous
exports from the United States, aggregating approximately
1,400,000,000 pounds annually, the prices in the world market
determine the prices in the United States; and, of course, any-
thing that contributes to the reduction of prices in the world
market and as reflected in Europe would immediately lower
the prices in the United States.

(3) A world shortage of vegetable fats. The Mediterranean olive-
oifl erop, normally in excess of 2,000,000,000 pounds, was 44 per cent
ghort, and the Manchurian soya-bean-oil crop was 20 per cent short,

(4) A gradoal relaxation of business deflation with resultant stiffen-
ing of prices of nearly all commodities,

Mr. President, some of the farm bloc contend, and properly,
that the law of supply and demand determines prices. When
the Mediterranean crop of olives was short 44 per cent, when
the Manchurian crop of soya beans was short 20 per cent, when
the cotton crop in the United States was short, manifestly,
whether there was a tariff or not, prices of cottonseed and vege-
table oils and animal fats in the United States would rise, and,
a8 the prices rose, so the reservoir of prices of these products
would rise throughout the world. It is regrettable that our
friends who are the proponents of this amendment, and who
defend the law of supply and demand when it suits them, deny



10164

CONGRESSIONAL: RECORD—SENATE:

JuLy 11,

its validity when its operation contravenes, their: desires and
exposes their fallacies. *

Reference was made by the Senator from Idaho to the atti-
tude of some Oklahoma and Texas: cottonseed. crushers., The
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsn] yesterday put into
the REcorp, without reading, a number of 'letters, and I desire
now. to call attention to one or two of them. I read from a let-
ter written by the Palestine Oil & Manufacturing Co., of Pales-
tine, Tex., wherein it is said.:

Without! golng into exbaustive argument; 1 will answer the sec-
ond paragraph of your letter by stating mest emphatically that I de
not think Ameriean vegetable-oil mills need to be subsid by a tariff
in order to operate successfully. On the other hand, I leve: the
Fordney-MeCumber tariff bill will work.a. hardship on-not only our: in-
dustry put all industries producing edible fats, including manufae-
turers of finished edible produets,; the cottom raiser, theccattle and hog
raisers, and I might say the soap industry.

Mr. A. G. Kahn, of Little Rock, Ark., states:

The American vegetable crude-oil mills do not need to be subsidized
by a tariff in order to operate successfully; In fact, these mills have
no direct concern in a tariff.

I might add parenthetically, Mr, President, that so far as I
have been. able to discover the representatives of these mills,
more than 700 'In number, are concerned primarily in finding a
supply of raw material for their mills. They are unable now
to operate their mills more than 50 per cent of the time because
of the inadequate production of oil seeds in the United States
and ' their inability to secure:under existing law sufficient, sup-
plies in other countries.

They would be glad, of course, to see domestic production of
- cotton seed increased. because that would, increase the pro-

ductivity of their mills, and consequently increase their profits;
but they are primarily concerned in the welfare of the cotton-
seed producers of the United States. If the cottonseed producers
of the United States receive any blow to their industry, it will
militate against the erushing industry; and if the world prices
of cotton seed and other vegetable oils, or of animal fats, are re-
duced, the price of cotton seed and cottonseed oil in the United
States is reduced, and such reduction injuriously affects the pro-
ducers of cotton seed and undoubtedly would diminish their out-
put. 8o it is to the interest. of the seed crushers’ associations
to have the cottonseed industry prosperous, and it will prosper
by increasing the world prices. World prices will increase by
diverting to the United States instead of to Europe oriental
oils and seeds, where they may be converfed into what may be
denominated the finished produets, because in so doing it adds
to our exports and! prevents: Europe from lov ering- the prices,
which she wounld do if she were-the only purchaser: of oriental
oils and oriental seeds.

Recurring to this letter of Mr. Kahn's, he says:

The function which: they perform—

Referring to the mills—
is a manufacturing one. They are presumed to buy their raw materials;
crush. them, and sell: the mannfaetured prodocts at a margin sufficient
to reimburse them for their service. You will therefore see that they
are only interested in maintaining this margin or toll. What argu-
ments bave recently been made in favor-of a-tariff' by some cottonseed
oil mill operators are presumably in the Interest of the American farmer
or. producer. of oll-bearing materials.

personally think that even from the farmer's Emt of view, so lon
as we have an exportable surplus of American edible fats. a tarlff woul
be a boomerang.

Mr. President, that'seems to me as plain as any proposition
in' Buclid. When we- have 1,400,000,000: pounds of exportable
fats, when we determine largely the world price of fats and
therefore of oil seeds In the world, it:is-absurd to say that the
importation of a few: million -pounds of seeds or oils would re-
sult in competition with the Ameriecan product; or injuriously
affect the prices of oils and fats, including butter fats, in the
United' States or in the world.

The Senator from New York [Mr. WaipsworTH] very wisely
remarked, though he is interested in agriculture and is solicitous
for the welfare of the farmer: that his interests -wonld be best
promoted by having a world market for the animal and vege-
table fats of the United States. It is manifest what the con-
sequences to the live-stock producers of the United States prior
to the war and during and since would have been had it not
been for our European market. Their prosperity resulted from
the European market. Cut off the European market for our
surplus hogs and meats and butter fats and vegetable oils and
these great industries will. be seriously affected.

The Senator from Idaho, as I stated, had read from the desk
what. purported to be a.copy of resolutions. adopted by some
Oklahoma and Texas oil-seed crushers’ associations. Since
then there has been.n:meeting of the national organization of
the interstate cottonseed crushers’ associations of the United
States.. I have before. me the National Provisioner,. the issue
of June 17, 1922, and.I read from page 23 of this paper the fol-
lowing, paragraph:

The tariff. question, which had been before the:industry for a leng
time, required such definite action as was taken in the opinion of the
mem ‘of the a tion, apnd so the convention declared' itself in
opposition to the tariff on vegetable oils.

Ag I am advised 'this national association inelndes the oil-seed
crushers’ associations of Texas and Oklahoma, and a resolution
was' adopted by: the national® association at their meeting in
New Orleans January 4 of this year, which is as follows:

Resolved, That we are opposed to a tariff on foreign vegetable oila
and oil seeds in the permanent tariff: bill, belleving that sueh a tariff
would. ve a detriment to. the.farmer and to our industry; and.

Reosolved, That our officers, either directly. or through  appropriate
committees, present’ t 'ongress - these our resolutions and advocate
legislationr accordingly.

On a separate motion the following additional resolution was
adopted :

Resolved, That referring to the above resolutions, it is srgfmted to
ar action,

our- associated State organizatioms-that they take simil

I shall not take the time of the Senate to put into the REcorn
further extracts from the proceedings of the association,

I think the same day a. telegzram was sent to the Senate
commiitee by Mr. Watkins, of Atlanta, the chairman of the
Crude Cottonseed Oil Tariff Committee, an independent or-
ganization of crushers, and so forth, Let me say that the
organization to which I am now referring at first advocated a
tariff upon vegetable oils, but, after an investigation of the
effect of a tariff, and after perceiving the effects of the emer-
gency tariff law, it rescinded its former. action, and communis
cated the following resolution to the Finance Committee of the
Senate. Let me read from this page:

Following the speecial meeting of the Interstate Cotton Seed Crushe
ers’ Association at New Orleans, January 4, when resolutions were
adopted declaring the n‘pgosirlon of its members to a tariff on vege-

e 0ils, and their belief that such a tariff womid prove a detriment
to the cotton farmer and to: the cott d industry, a ber of leads
ing crushers in the South, who had been foremost in:advocating the
tariff, joined with the majority in opposing it.

Henry . Watkins, of Atlanta; chalrman of the Crude Cottonseed
Oll Tariff. Committee, an ind dent: orgunization of ecrushers that
had actively worked for the tariff and had filed 2 number of briefs with
the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives and
the Finance Committee of the Renate, wired offieially to the chairmam

each of those committees. as follows :

‘“ When. Crnde Cottonseed. Oil Tariff. Committee was organized and
briefs were filed with House Committee on Ways and Means and the

te- Finance Committee asking for duties om foreign vegetable-oils
and oil-bearing materials, the: entire cottonseed oil industry was: not
represen The Interstate Cotton Seed Crushers’ Association repre-
sents a distinet majority of those engaged In. the cottonseed oil in«
dusiry; and that assoeiatlon, at a speecinl meeting held recently in New
Orleans; veted by a large majority declaring by resolution that duties
on foreign vegetable oils and oil-bearing materials are detrimental to the
farmers and to the cottonseed-oil industry. The Crude Cottonseed Oil
Tariff Committee concurs in the sentiment expressed in the resolutions
adopted by the Interstate Cotton Seed' Crushers’ Assoclation at New
Orleans, and thereuFou disbanded ; and it. now wishes to withdray its
brief asking for duties on vegetable olls.

“Crupe COTTONSEED OIL TARIFF COMMITTER,
“By HeExmy B. WaTHINS, Chairman ;
“W. M. HUTCHINSON, Secretary.”’

Mr. President, if I-believed that a- duty upon vegetable cils
would be of any advantage to'the agriculturists of the United
States it would change my attitude respecting this entire para-
graph; but I believe that so long as we are exporting animnal
and ' vegetable fats to the extent. of nearly one-third or quite
one-third of our entire products, and are fixing prices for the
markets of the world, a tariff will be injurious and not advan-
tageous to the farmers-of the United States:

I have here a copy of the telegram ‘which was sent by our con-
sular representative in Manchuria following the enactment of
the emergency tariff law, and he states that when that law went
into effect it withdrew American purchasers from the oriental
market; and that lefi: but' one purchaser—to wit, Europe—for
oriental oils and seeds; and withr only one purchaser the price
of oils declined, and/as:they went down reductions followed in
Europe, for it permitted European purchasers to take the oils,
bought at a less figure than if Americans had been competitors
in the Asiatie market, to Europe, where they were refined and
put upon the market in competition with American fats and oils:
Owing to the poverty of the people of Burope they were com-
pelled to purchase-these inferior oils: for edible purposes be-
cause the: prices: were: lower than American prices- and' lower
than they would have been if Americans had been in the market
to buy oriental oil instead of being excluded by the emergency)
tariff law. In. other words, the inferior oils of Asia; which
would have been used to manufacture soap in the United States
if they conld have been brought to the United States, were sold
to Europe: and. then manufactured into a poor grade of edible
fats, thus excluding from Europe the same quantity of Ameri<
can fats—both animal fats and vegetable oils.

The: result was that!the emergency tariff law proved a boom-
erang to the agriculturists of the United States in its effects so
fdr as vegetable oils are concerned. This bill would almost pro-




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

10165

hibit, if not entirely prohibit, the importation of oriental oils,
if the amendment of the Senator from Idaho were to prevail,
and if we were to prohibit the importation of oriental oils the
result would be, as I have stated, the diversion of those oils to
Europe and the diminution of the business which is now con-
ducted in the United States of refining oils, and it would have
the effect in the long run of lowering the world price of animal
and vegetable fats to the detriment of American agriculturists,

I think the proponents of this proposition are inadvisedly,
and without full knowledge of the consequences of their acts,
working against the interests of the agriculturists of the
United States.

Mr. President, the Senator from Idaho has made reference to
the tariff upon soap. The Senator knows that the manufac-
turers of the great bulk of the soap of the United States wanted
no tariff. Perhaps 90 or 95 per cent of the soap of the United
States bears a tariff of only 5 per cent, and the manufacturers
of that character of soap did not want a tariff, and, so far as I
am advised, the soap makers of the United States did not desire
a duty on the perfumed soaps which are imported, which are
limited in guantity, measured by the great production of the
United States, and which bear a higher tariff.

Mr. McCUMBER, Mr. President, I think it fair to state that
" the higher duties imposed upon these perfumed soaps are reve-
nue duties only. They were luxuries, and we levied these duties
for the purpose of securing revenue, and not for protection.

Mr. KING. I was about fo say that I acquit the soap manu-
facturers of any efforts to secure a duty. If I understood the

attitude of the Senator from Idaho, he was criticizing the soap -

manufacturers for obtaining a tariff, when my information is
that they did not want a tariff, and whatever tariff has been
imposed has been for revenue purposes purely. I think itisa
disadvantage to them, because to that extent it lessens their
ability to compete in the markets of the world with the soap
producers and manufacturers of other countries.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a

orum. :
q“Mr. SIMMONS. I hope the Senator will withhold that re-
quest for just a moment.

Mr. GOODING. I shall be very glad to withhold it.

Mr. SIMMONS. T must leave the Chamber within a few
minutes, and before leaving I wish to read a short editorial
from the New York Tribune. It is&o apropos to the Republican
filibuster that has been going on to-day that I feel I must read it.

The New York Tribune, I suppose it will .be conceded by
everybody, is & Republican paper. This editorial has te do with

the extraordinary pronunciamento of Chairman Adams, of the
Republican National Executive Commiittee, Itisheaded * Chair-,

man Adams blunders” and reads:
CHATRMAN ADAMS BLUNDERS.

Chairman Adanrs, of the Republican Natiomal Committee, sees fit to
echo the charge made by the tariff bill's managers in the Senate that it
is being held up by a Democratic fillbuster. This charge has little
werit. Delay hus not been due ‘to a filibuster.

It is gratifying to have that said by this great Republican
newspaper, in view of the repeated charges to the contrary by
the other side of the Chamber, made for political purposes. The
editorial continues:

The Fordney bill eame over from the House a year ago. It was so
crude as to need to be completely rewritten. The process con
many months. The revised draft has not been acted on mainly because
that draft is still subject to legitimate debate and alterations, and be-
cause the pressure from the coantry is for further consideration rather
than for swallowing the bill without examination.

This great newspaper thinks we have not yet sufficiently dis-
cussed the tariff bill. It thinks the bill requires more discus-
gion before it is swallowed, I continue reading:

Mr. Adams says that it is necessary to pass & permanent revision at
once in order to carry out the pl s of the last Republican national
platform. To show the error of this it is enough to guote the tariff

lank of that platform. The mandate given for tariff revision was
adly discretionary and highly conditional. The plank reads:

“ The uncertaln and unsettied condition of international balances;
the nlnormal economlie and trade situation of the world and the impos-
dhilitf of forecasting accurately even the mear future, preclude the
formulation of a definite program to meet condifions & yvear hence. But
the Republican Party reaflirms its belief in the protective principle and

ledges itself to a revision in the tariff as soon as conditions shall make
t necessary for the preservation of the home market for Ameriean
Iabor, agriculture, and industry."

There is this further comment by the paper on this Repub-
lican platform declaration :

Exchange is more unsettled to-day than it was when this plank was
adopted at Chieago. The economiec and trads situation of the world
is as abnormal as it wae then. The fight in Congressa, still unfinished,
over the guestion of American or foreign valuation shows how ex-
tremely difficnlt it is to write a permanent tariff in the face of economie
fluidity and chaos abroad.

Are conditions ripe for the fulfillment of the elastic promise of the
Republican platform? It is open to any Hepublican to say that they
are not. A Republican may go further and say that, in effect, the
mandate, so far as there is one, is against enacting a permanent tacif

bill until international trade ls normal, which notoriously it is not at
present. The attempt of Chairman Adams to use the platform to shut
off debate is not warranted by the language of the platform itself.

I think it is very timely to put this utterance of this great
Republican and protectionist organ into the IEcoRD,

1 want to say just one word in addition to what the Tribune
so well said in refutation of the charge that we are filibustering
upon this side of the Chamber instead of honestly and sincerely
discussing a very imperfect, erude, and unfimely bill. The fact
that the four amendments to the bill as it passed the House
which have excited the longest debate and discussion on this
floor are, first, the amendment with reference to barytes; next,
the amendment with reference to cyanide; next, the amend-
ment with reference to almonds; and next, the amendment
which we are now considering. In-each of those instances the
fight with respect to the amendment has been conducted largely
upon the other side of the Chamber,

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator forgets the four days’ fight on

Mr. SIMMONS. T have no recollection of the time spent on
vinegar,

My, SMOOT. Four days was spent on vinegar.

Mr. SIMMONS. If you add up the time spent on those four
amendments, and survey those debates, you will see that the
great bulk of the time has been taken up on the other side of
the Chamber, in each case a fight against the committee on
the part of certain Senators on the Republican side of the
Chamber. That is the finest proof of the necessity of thorough
discussion of the different items of this bill.

It was developed, with reference to those particular items,
that there were certain objections on the other side because
the amendments were not supposed to have been framed in
the committee in consonance with the views of a certain ele-
ment on the other side of the Chamber, and a controversy
arose within the ranks of the Republican Party, which re-
sulted in the most: extensive debates upon amendments that

| have eccurred since the bill was taken up by the Senate.

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I renew my suggestion of
the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
the roll.

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

The Secretary will call

Ashurst Hale McLean Bheppard
Ball Harreld McNary Simmons
Broussard Harris Moses Smoot
Bursum Heflin Nelson Spencer
Cappes JonoeoR Mei" Nawbtiry Sterlig

per Jones, N. Mex. [ rling
Colt Jones, Wash, Wicholson Townsend
Cumming Kendrick Oddie Underwood
Curtis Keyes Overman Wadsworth
Dial King Polndexter Walsh, Mass,
Edge Ladd Pomerene Warren
Frelinghuysen Lod, Ransdell Willis
Gooding McCumber Rawson

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fifty-one Senators have
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. The
question is on the amendment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gooping] to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. GOODING. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secretary
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr, BALL (when his name was called). Transferring my
pair with the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. FrercHER]
to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. WeLrter], I vote
“yen.

Mr, EDGHE (when his name was called). T have a pair with
the senior Senmtor from Oklaboma [Mr. Owex]. I am in-
formed that if he were present he would vote as I propose to
vote. 1 vote “ nay." :

Mr., FRELINGHUYSEN (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Warsr]. I am informed that if present he would vote as I
am about to vote on this question. I vote * nay.”

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the semior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS].
I am informed that if present he would vote as I shall vote. I
am therefore at liberty to vote. I vote “ nay.,”

Mr. JONES of Washington (when his name was called), I
understand the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson]
is absent. I promised to pair with him for the day. I find
that I can transfer that pair to the Jjunior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Staxrierp], and I do so and vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. McCUMBER (when his name was called). 1 agreed to
protect my pair on this vote, the senior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Lo Forierte] who if present would vote “yea' and I
should vote “may.” I find, however, that I can transfer that
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pair to the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE],
which I do, and vote * nay.”

Mr, NEW (when his name was called). I am paired with the
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKEeLrLArR]. On this vote
I understand that he would vote as I do, and I therefore vote.
I vote * nay.”

Mr., STERLING (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
SsmiTH]. Being unable to obtain a transfer I withhold my
vote. If at liberty to vote, I would vote “ yea.”

The roll ecall was concluded.

Mr. GLASS. I am informed that the senior Senator from
Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM], with whom I have a general pair,
would vote on this question as I shall vote, and therefore I
vote. I vote * nay.”

Mr. CARAWAY. Has the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
McKINLEY] voted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not voted.

Mr. CARAWAY, I have a pair with the junior Senator from
Illinois [Mr. McKinLEY] and in his absence I withhold by vote.

Mr. COLT (after having voted in the negative). I have a
pair with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr, TRAMMELL].
I understand that if present that Senator would vote as I have
voted, and therefore I allow my vote to stand.

Mr, JONES of New Mexico (after having voted in the affirma-
tive). I transfer my pair with the Senator from Maine [Mr.
FERNALD] to the Senator from Nevada [Mr, Prrrmax] and
allow my vote to stand.

Mr. CURTIS. 1 wish to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. CaAmEroN] with the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. WATsoN];

The Senator from Maine [Mr, FErxALp] with the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr, JONES];

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. WaATtsox] with the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. WiLL1AMS] ; :

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SuTHERLAND] with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNsoN] ; and

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Enxins] with the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr., HARRISON].

The result was announced—yeas 24, nays 33, as follows:

YHAS—24,

Ashurst Harris Kendrick Polindexter
Ball Heflin Ladd Rangdell
Broussard Jehnson McNary Rawson
Cal;f]’" Jones, N. Mex. .Nichelson Sheppard
Goodin Jones, Wash, Oddie Shortridge
Harrel Kellogg Phipps Townsend
NAYS—33.

Borah Frelinghuysen Nelson Stanley
Bursum Glass New Underwood
Calder Hale Newberry Wadsworth
Colt Keyes Overman Walsh, Mass,
Cummins King Pepper ‘Warren
Curtis Lodge Pomerene Willis
Dial MeCumber Simmons
Fige MeLean Smoot
Ernst Moses Bpencer

NOT VOTING—39.
Brandegee France Norbeck Sterlin
Cameron Gerry Norris Sutherland
Caraway Harrison Owen Swanson
Crow Hitcheock - Page Trammell
Culberson La Follette Pittman Walsh, Mont
Dillingham Lenroot Reed Watson, Ga
du Pont MeCormick Robinson Watson, Ind
Elkinsg McKellar Shields Weller
Fernald McKinley Smith Williams
Fletcher Myers Stanfield

So Mr, Goopr~Ng’s amendment to the amendment of the com-
mittee was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is upon agree-
ing to the amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that we go now to paragraph 51,
alizarin assistant.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment of the com-
mittee to paragraph 51 will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 22, line 25, the commit-
tee proposes to strike out “ 25 and insert “ 35,” so as to read:

PAr. 51. Alizarin assistant, Turkey red oil, sulphonated castor or
other sulphonated animal or vegetable oils, soaps made in whole or In
part from castor oil, and all soluble greases; all of the foregoing in
whatever form, and used in the processes of softening, dyeing, tanning,
or finishing, not specially provided for, 35 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not think this amendment
will lead to any discussion, and I desire to make only a brief
statement about it.

Eighty per cent of alizarin assistant consists of castor oil
We raised the rate on castor oil to 3 cents a pound. Eighty
per cent of 3 cents is 2.4 cents, and 2.4 cents on the basis of
the price of alizarin assistant is about 25 per cent. Then we
allowed 10 per cent additional for the protection of the article,

which makes the 35 per cent instead of 25 per cent as the House
fixed the rate. I will say that on account of the increase in

 the rate on castor oil, and because alizarin assistant contains

80 per cent of castor oil, it was necessary to make the change
in the rate on alizarin assistant.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I agree with my colleague that
in view of the rating given to castor oil—and this question
came up during the consideration of the chemical schedule—
this differential is necessary, but when we get the bill into the
Senate I shall ask for another vote upon the rate on castor oil.
I think it is absurd and improper to put such a high rate of
duty upon castor oil when it is so important as a medicine, and
to put such a high rate of duty upon alizarin assistant which
is so important in dyeing and tanning. But I agree that as
we put the rate on castor oil the proper differential would be
substantially as stated here.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the committee,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, McCUMBER. I now ask to return to paragraph 758, on
page 111, relative to pecans. On behalf of the committee I
move to strike out the figure “1,” in line 3, and to insert in lieu
thereof the figure *“3"; and also to strike out the figure “2" in
line 3 and to insert in lieu thereof the figure “6"; go that
the rate on pecans, unshelled, will be 3 cents a pound and on
shelled pecans the rate will be 6 cents a pound.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
first proposed amendment.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 111, paragraph 758, at
the beginning of line 3, it is proposed to strike out “1 cent”
and in lieu thereof to insert “ 3 cents.”

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the chair-
man of the Committee on Finance inform us why he has moved
to increase the rate on pecans as originally reported by the
committee? In view of the fact that there are no imports of
pecans to speak of, I should like to know why the committee
has moved to increase so largely the rate upon pecans?

Mr. McCUMBER. There are a million pounds or so im-
ported, and they come from Mexico. They are of an inferior
grade; there is a little revenue derived from the importations;
and inasmuch as they are of an inferior grade I do not think
the increased duty will affect the price of the American prod-
uct at all.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. The information which I
have is that the production in this country is 31,000,000 pounds
annually; that the imports have never been more than 1,-
000,000 pounds; and in the last year, 1921, they were but 551,000
pounds—at least, during the first nine months of that year.

Mr. McCUMBER. In the calendar year of 1921 there were
imported 1,082,390 pounds.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. For the year 19217

Mr. McCUMBER. For the year 1921,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The information I had only
covered the period of nine months. The importation amounts
to but one-thirtieth of the production of this country. Pecans
are g distinctively American crop; the Mexican pecan is much in-
ferior in quality and does not compete with the domestic pecan.
There is no need of a protective duty on pecans.

Mr. McCUMBER. The duty is only 27 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I call attention to the fact
that there is a very large production of pecans in this country
and that the importations are very insignificant in quantity
and inferior in quality.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next amendment pro-
posed on behalf of the Commitiee on Finance by the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumeer] will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 111, lne 3, after the
word “shelled,” it is proposed to strike out the numeral “2”
and to insert in lieu thereof the numeral “ 6.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. McCUMBER. I now ask to return to paragraph 762, on
page 112, relative to “ Other garden and field seeds.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The first amendment of the
Committee on Finance in paragraph 762 will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 112, line 3, paragraph
762, after the word “seeds,” it is proposed to strike out the
words “ Sugar beet, 1 cent per pound ; other beets,” and to insert
“ Beet (except sugar beet),” so as to read:

PAR, 762, Other garden and field seeds: Beet (except sugar beet), 4
cents per pound,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not care to discuss para-
graph 782, but I should like to ask unanimous consent to have
the vote whereby the amendments in paragraph 761 were agreed
to reconsidered in order that I may present for the REcogp some
protests which have been made against the increases in that
paragraph.

Mr, McCUMBER. Very well, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gquestion is upon agree-
ing to the amendment of the Committee on Finance, which has
been stated by the Secretary.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I now ask unanimous con-
sent to reconsider the votes by which the amendments to para-
graph 761 were agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts ask unanimous consent that the votes by which the
amendments in paragraph 761 were agreed to may be recon-
sidered. Ts there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is
s0 ordered. The amendments of the committee will again be
stated.

The AsgisTANT SecrETARY. The first amendment reported by
the Committee on Finance in paragraph 761, is in line 18, page
111, before the word “cents,” to strike out the numeral “2"
and to insert in lieu thereof the numeral “4,” so as to read:

PAR. T61. Grass seeds: Alfalfa, 4 cents per pound,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I shall not
take up much time in discussing the amendments in paragraph
761. I merely wish to call attention to the large number of
profests which have been made against the increased rates
upon grass seeds.

I can not understand why the Committee on Finance should
have penalized the farmers of this country by imposing such
high rates of duty upon grass seeds. The proposed duties can
be of benefit to but a4 very small group of farmers, and the
great mumber of farmers who must go into the market to pur-
chase grass seeds will, in my opinion, be heavily penalized.

I desire to call attention to some objections which may well
be urged to all the proposed rates on grass seeds:

Grass seeds have always been on the free list of every tariff
law ever enacted.

The real value of grass seeds is determined by the crops pro-
duced and not by tariff duties which may be levied.

The American farmer will absorb these duties by higher cost
of seeds, estimated on prices of date of July 9, 1921, to be an
average increase of 17.9 per cent, or 59 cents per sowing acre.
That burden will have to be assumed by the farmer. A duty
of 3 cents per pound means an increase of $1.80 per bushel on
clover seed. Since July 9, because of these threatened duties,
prices on grass seeds have advanced 25 per cent.

Some of these grass seeds which are indispensable to the
American farmer are not produced in the United States on a
commercial scale. They must be imported, and, therefore, the
duty is certain to be reflected in increased prices.

Statistics show that the grass seeds produced in this country
on a commercial scale are not sufficient for domestic require-
ments ; our farmers are obliged to buy imported seeds, and they
ought not to be subject to the duties imposed by this paragraph.

It is further stated that these duties will benefit only 5 per
cent of the farmers of the country; that 95 per cent of the
farmers are obliged to go into the market and buy seeds, and
therefore they will be obliged to pay higher prices for their
seeds than they have had to pay heretofore. :

I wish to call attention particularly to the fact that some of
these seeds are not produced at all in this country. I am in-
formed that orchard grass is entirely imported, and also that
crimson clover and various other varieties of the seeds covered
by this paragraph are not produced at all in the United States.

1 submit for the REcorp some letters of protest which I have
received against the duties imposell in paragraph 761, and also
a memorandom sommarizing the opposition of groups of farm-
ers to the duties levied in the paragraph.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the mat-
ter referred to will be printed in the Recorp.

The matter referred to is as follows:

BosTON, Tuesday, April 25, 1922,
Hon. Davin 1, WALSH,

United Btates Benate, Washington, D. C. i

My Dear SENATOR: At our conféerence in the Senate Conf Room
on April 6, I very briefly presented to you the reasons why an injus-
tice was being done to the vast mnﬁoriti. of the farmers in the Middle
and Eastern States bwlsdn rather heavy duties, under paragraph
T61, on seeds, m of which are not ﬁown in this eountry on a
commercial seale. I further stated that this schedule had been writ-
ten by five or six Senators from the Btates of Utah, Idaho, and per-
haps Kansas, where alfalfa 1s produced; and these Senators vecy natu-

rally wish to favor their constituents by placing this duty om alfalfa
u-eni in order to increase the price of ‘f:rm seeds, The great majoril

of farmers in all Eastern and Middle States, bowever, are not a

v apparently, of these d , and being uno: ed have not, ex-
cept a few cases, petitioned their Senators for free grass seeds, It
seems a fair deal to these purchasers of seeds that the Benator should
be fully acquainted with the gituation, und I understoed you to agree
to make such an argument to the Benate in support of an amendment
carrylng grass to the free list. 1 mow understand that you have
been chosen to make a report for the minority members of the Senate Fi-
narice Commitiee on the agricultural schedule, and I therefore took the
on this matter, as I now confirm by the

seeds,
an examination af which will possibly assist you in deciding whether
or not the e¢laim is reasonable.

1 wish to add one Falnt in fairness to the Beed Trade Association
which has attempted to volce the beliefs of the majority of buyers of
seeds in the Eastern and Middle Btates. The seedsmen are entirely
neutral in this matter and do not ar for or ageinst free seeds, ex-
cept as they feel that the Interests of seed buyers demand. If {t had
been shown that the majority of seed buyers preferred to have duties
on seeds, the Feedsmen would be the last ones to suggest and argue con-
trary to that tion. The seedsmen feel that there is no farmer who
wishes to pay $2.40 more bushel on clover seed, the amount of the
dntg on suech seed im) by this tariff bill reported by the Benate.

If it is not too great a burden on your time, I would appreciate a
r?ur to this letter and telegram advising me of tﬁ:r position and
whether or not you are still interested in amending paragraph 761.

Yours respectfully,
CurTis NYE BMITH.
= BosTow, Mass,, dpril 25, 1922,
Hon, Davip I. WALSH,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O.:

On April 6, in my conference with you in Wunllﬁton. yon expressed
approval of amending pa.rasrash 761 by transferring grass seeds to
free list as in all former tariff bills, because wvast majorlty farmers
buy but do not preduce these geeds, and free importation materially
lowers production costs, and only a few growers in Western States
have secured duties through emergies of their Senators. Questionnaire
semt out by American Farm “Bureau Federation asking opinion on this
guestion to 60,000 members showed all States except Idaho and New
York in favor free grass seeds. Consequently, as you are submitting
minority report on agricultural schedule, I trust that in behalf of the
vast majority of farmers you will recommend transferring grass seeds
tgﬂll‘rae list. Will submit detailed argument either in person or by

CorTis Nym SMITH.

BosToN, MAss., March 81, 1922,
Hon. Davip I, WaALsSH,

United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

DeAr S81k: It has come to our attention that the Fordney tariff bill
ovides for heavy duties on grass seeds, which have always heretofore
on the free {lst. This is a great surprise to us, and we think of

it as a very serious matter, which we should call to your attention.
This duty on importations of rfrau seed, paragraph 761, increases
the cost of the seed to the Ame: mfnrmarunanaverageotl'fﬁt
cent, This seems to us particularly unfortunate at this time. o
major portion of these seeds are mot in competition with any seeds
grown in the United States; therefore this duty dglvu no
ustment of prices between foreign-grown and Ameri-
can-grown seeds but is a serfous burden of direct taxes on the necessi-

ties of the farmer.

We wounld call to your attention that such a tariff as this will in-
evitably drive the farmer into nurc%mslng lower grade of seeds, which
contain larger percentages of objectionable weed seeds. This is very
injurious to the crops and always to the value of farm lands.

The seedsmen’s representative, Mr. Curtis Nye Smith, will be in
Washington probably Wednesday and Thursday of next week, and we
would appreciate it if you would do ws the courtesy of giving him a
brief interview on this subject.

YVery © 1ly yours,

comm
protection or

JosgrH BRECK & Sons,
Per LuTHER A, BRECKE, President.

- BosToN, Mass,, May 5, 1923,
Hon. Davip I. WaLsH,

United Btates Senate, Washington, D. O.

Dear Sir:
- L - - - - -

On May 15 there is to be a hearing before the Federal Herticultural
Board regarding further restrictions under guarantine 37. The seeds-
men, nurserymen, and florists all feel that further restrictions ean not
be borne without very serious injury to business.

There is sonre thought, we understand, of &rohlbiting the importation
of the Dutch bulbs, such as narcissus, tulips, hyacinths, and se omn.
These bulbs, as you are aware, are the ones which planted in the fall
glve us our first spring flowers. The narcissus, in particular, is one of
the largest sellers that the florists have.

As these bulbs can not be commercially grown In this country, as has
been proved by a large number of unsuceessiul experiments, it seems to
us that it would be folly to restrict their importation, both from the

of view of the various businesses enumerated above and that of
he American public at la who are coming more and more to enJ?
and benefit fromr the first blooms of the year., Think of the thousands
of r?eople who visit our own public gardens every year to see the glorious
gpring bulbs in fAower.

We #incerely nrge your looking into the actions amnd polieies of the
Federal Horticultural Board.

Very respectfully yours,
Josgrr BrEck & Sows,
Per LuTHER A. E, President.
MEMORANDUM OF OBJECTIONS.

During the last war seeds were held of such prime fmportanee that
the various Government departments classed them with mmnitions or
food products in all priority claseifications. Congress passed a special
war act to determine and to increase the supply, especinlly ss seed im-
portations were practically suspended during the large part of the war.
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It is therefore too obvious to require further details that frasa seeds,
though of perbaps relatively small value, have, by reasdn of what they
produce, a very great effect on the welfare of the country.

GRASS BEEDS UNDER FORMER TARIFF LAWS.

Grass geeds under all the tariff laws of this country have always been
carried on the free list.

Paragraph 595, Underwood law, act of October 8, 1913.

Paragraph 668, Payne-Aldrich law, act of August 5, 1909,

Paragraph 611, Mc¢Kinley law, act of August 27, 1894,

Tariff law of October 1, 1890,

SBection 2503, tariff act of March 3, 1883,

Section 8, tariff act of February 8, 18705.

PRINCIPAL REASONS WHY GRASS SEEDS SHOULD BEAR NO IMPORT DUTIES,

A. The American farmer, particularly in his present distressing con-
dition, should not be burdened with the heavz increase In the purchase
price of ss seeds which will be caused by the duties assessed in para-
srglph 761 of the Fordney tariff bill,

he inevitable result of these heavy duties on grass seeds will be to
increase the prices of grass seeds, whether produced In this country or
in forei countries, because of the economic effect of the substantial
elinrination of competitive world markets. This is proved by two cir-
cumstances :

(1) Certaln grass seeds composing a large gnrt of the agricultural
demands of this country are not produced in the United States to any
commercial extent, to wit: Crimson clover, alsike clover, hairy wvetch,
spring vetch, rape, Canada blue grass, rye grass, and all the natural

Erasses,
The following Table A will show in figures the average yearly im-
orts of the aforesald grass seeds for the years 1910 to 1920, inclusive,
e proposed duty to be assessed thereon by paragraph 761 of the Ford-
ney bill, and the potential revenue received from such duties and paid
exclusively by the American farmer. This table «is prepared from the
printed reports of the United States Department of Agriculture:

Department of Agriculture figures average yearly imports DI10—1920.

TABLE A,
Proposed | Average
Pounds. | tax per yearly
- pound. | revenie.
Cents.

RN < A e L e e manvaa] L SO0 2| $97,840.52
2, 872, 036 3| 86,1808
5, 505, 504 1| 55,055.04
10, 494, 254 3| 314,827.62
355, 696 3 10, 670, 88
3, 505, 782 2| 71,015.64
s B 721 ; 7,963. 60
111,619 2.239.38
857,250 2| 17,145.18
650, 203 1 6, 592, 93
3,448, 609 2| 6807818
Total YeATIY TeVONUL. . ...ccanennsanasasans|sssanancnnes ‘ .......... 740, 410. 95

That Congress may have an even more striking proof of the burden
of these duties on grass seeds which are not produced on a commercial
scale in this country Table B iz given, showing that the American
farmer must pay an averag@ of 17.9 per cent more for these grass seeds,
or at the average rate of 59.1 cents per sowing acre. These figures do
not tell the entire story, unless one is aware of agricultural conditions,
For example, hairy veteh would cost under this Fordney bill $1.20 more
per sowing acre, and as this seed is only sown on poor land, worth $2
to $10 per acre, the duty means no planting and no production.

TaeLeE B.
Current Resulting
Tuly, 1921, whole- | ADprOXk-|
Kinds of seeds directly affected [ whole- | im; sale price |16 Der | Tax per
by imports: sale prices| tax per 2 it i
poll:g'd. pound. |duty per | price.
£8. Cents. Cents. | Per cent.| Cents.
17 3 mz 17.1 45
7 1 8 13.3 15
18 3 21 16.6 45
35 3 38 8.5 36
83 e | 104 n.5 1.20
5 1 [ 20.0 60
73 2 9% 26.6 20
18 2 20 1.1 80
20 2 81 32.0 1.00

Average increase in price of above grasses, 17.9 per cent,

Average increase in price per sowing acre, 59 per cent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Inasmuch as the amend-
ments to paragraph 761 were reconsidered en bloc, is there ob-
jection to agreeing to the amendments en bloe?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have no objection. I know

that the decision of the Senate will not be changed; I simply

wanted to present the objections which were in my hands to
the rates reported by the committee in the paragraph.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec-
tion. The question is upon agreeing to the amendments in
paragraph 761

The amendments were agreed to,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
next amendment in paragraph 762,

The AssISTANT SECRETARY. On page 112, line 5, paragruph
762, after the word “ cabbage,” the committee proposes to strike
out “12" and insert “8.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in the same paragraph, on page
112, line 9, after the word * onion,” to strike out *“20” and in
lieu thereof to insert * 10.” :

The amendment was agreed to.

The.next amendment was, on line 12, after the word “ tree,”
to insert the words “ and shrub.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
the same paragraph, on page 112, line 13, after the word
“pound,” to strike out * flower, 4 cents per pound.”

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I think all those inter-
ested in that amendment are prepared to have a change made,
and I have an amendment which I intend to offer. The com-
mittee has not considered the proposed amendment, but desire
to consider it. Therefore I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment in line 13 shall be passed over until the committee
u&gey have time to consider the amendment which I propose to
offer.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Withont objection, the
amendment proposed by the committee, in line 13, paragraph
762, will be passed over.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
the same paragraph, on page 112, line 16, after the word * this,”
to strike out * title” and insert * schedule.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 763, page 112, line 18,
after the word “ beans,” to insert “ not specially provided for.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in line 19, after the word “ dried,”
to strike out “13” and insert “2,” so as to read: )

PAR. TG3. Beans, not specially provided for or unri one-
half of 1 cent per 'puund: dried, 2 cents per poﬁnﬁ. e

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, I am not going
to take the time of the Senate to reiterate the objections to this
amendment. Whatever I might say would be similar to what
I have said in regard to very many of the other amendments
in this schedule.

Beans are produced in very large quantities in this country
and are exported in considerable quantities. We have practi-
cally no importations. The fact that beans are sold on an
export basis does not seem to justify any increase in the tariff
duties which have been suggested by the committee in para-
graph 763.

The average annual harvest of dried beans is 9,000,000 bushels.
During the war this production was greatly increased. Our
average imports are only about 2,000,000 bushels and our exports
are equal to the amount of our imports.

The rate proposed is an increase over the rate in the Payne-
Aldrich law amounting to 167 per cent, and an increase of 380
per cent over the rate named in the Underwood law. 1 believe,
however, it is similar to the rate named in the emergency law.
It does not seem to me that this industry is of such an infant
character as to justify these excessive rates.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppie in the chair).
question is on agreeing to the amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The ASsISTANT SECRETARY. On line 20, at the end of the line,
it is proposed to strike out " 2'" and insert * 2}," so as to read:

In brine, prepared or preserved in any manner, 2} cents per pound.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 ask now to go to paragraph 766.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY., Paragraph 766 is on page 113.

Mr. McCUMBER. On line 4, I ask to strike out the com-
mittee amendment of “55,"” and to insert in lieu thereof “ 45.”

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY: It is proposed to modify the com-
mittee amendment by striking out “55" and inserting * 45,
so0 as to make the paragraph read:

PAR, T768. Mushrooms, fresh, or dried or otherwise prepared or pre-
served, 45 per cent ad valorem ; truffles, fresh, or dried or otherwise
prepared or preserved, 23 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr., President, the amend-
ment now proposed by the committee is, of course, a reduction
of the original amendment offered by the committee; but even
the reduced rate is altogether too high. It is still a substan-
tial increase over the House rate, and a very large increase
over the rates named in previous laws.

The rate named originally by the committee, 55 per cent ad
valorem, was an increase of between 600 and 700 per cent

The
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over the Underwood law and the Payne-Aldrich law. Of course,
the modified amendment reduces that increase somewhat. Thex_'a
is absolutely no competition through imports with the domestic
fresh mushrooms. Whatever competition there is iz confined
entirely to the prepared or dried mushrooms; and it does not
seem to me that the record of importations has been of suffi-
cient amount to warrant the imposition of such a very high
duty as is suggested by the committee.

I have nothing further to offer on this subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the agree-
ing to the amendment of the committee as modified.

The amendment as modified was agreed to.

The AssisTaANT SECRETARY. On page 113, lines 7 and 8, the
committee proposes to strike out “ 75 cents per 100 pounds " and
to insert in lieu thereof “1 cent per pound,” so as to read:

Par. T67. Peas, green or dried, 1 cent per pound—

And so forth.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I think some
Senator upon the other side of the Chamber desired to discuss
that paragraph. I did not ask to have it held up for consider-
ation. Does the Senator from North Dakota recall who it was?

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the Senator from Washington
[Mr, PoinpExTER] was the one who made the suggestion, and it
was passed over at his request; but, as I understand, he does
not desire to be heard on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
+ the amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The AssisTANT SECRETARY. On line 8, page 113, the com-
mittee proposes to sirike out “1 cent™ and to insert in lieu
thereof “ 1} cents,” so as to read:

Peas, split, 13 cents per pound.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask now to turn to paragraph 774, on
page 114,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, may I ask the
Senator to reconsider the action taken upon paragraph 769, re-
ferring to potatoes? Through inadvertence I permitted the
amendments in that paragraph to be agreed to some day= ago.
I consider that a very important paragraph, and I should like
to discuss it.

Mr. McCUMBER.
tion.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I move that the action taken
by the Senate on the committee amendments in paragraph 769
be reconsidered.

The motion to reconsider was agreed to.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I consider the
amendments in this paragraph among the most objectionable
in the whole agricultural schedule. To appreciate how very
excessive these duties are that are levied upon potatoes, we
ought to consider what duties were levied in previous laws,

First of all, the Senate committee amendment increases the
duty on potatoes from 42 cents per 100 pounds, as provided in
the House bill, to 58 cents per 100 pounds.

Under the Underwood law potatoes and potato products were
free except when imported from a country imposing a duty on
such articles imported from the United States, in which case
the duty was 10 per cent ad valorem. Under the Payne-Aldrich
law potatoes were dutiable at 25 cents per bushel of 60 pounds.
The duty in this amendment amounts to 35 cents per bushel,
Under the emergency tariff potatoes were dutiable at 25 cents
per bushel of 60 pounds. The proposed rate of 58 cents per
100 pounds represents an increase of 27} per cent over the
Payne-Aldrich law and over the emergency law.

That is a very excessive increase—27% per cent over the
Payne-Aldrich law, and even over the emergency law, in which
law we thought we were levying the very highest possible rates
that the consumers could stand upon agricultural products; and
when we consider what an essential fooil potatoes are, particu-
larly for the poor people of this country, we can appreciate the
great burden that is to be levied upon them through these ex-
cessively high duties upon potatoes.

The harvest of potatoes has fluctuated very greatly. From
1916 to 1920 the harvest ranged from 287,000,000 bushels to
430,000,000 bushels. Owing to quarantine restrictions imports
of potatoes come only from Canada and the Bermudas. We
receive only from 150,000 to 200.000 bushels per year from Ber-
muda and we import from Canada only from 200,000 to
6,000,000 bushels per year. The importations are trivial, a very

Very well; I will consent to reconsidera-

small fraction of 1 per cent, being at the highest 6,000,000
bushels, as compared with a domestic production of 430,000,000
bushels of potatoes. Our exports are about 8,500,000 bushels,
so that on the average we have exported more potatoes than we
have imported.
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The imports come almost entirely from Canada, and they
come into New England and are consumed in the New England
market. This duty will prove a very serious burden to the con-
sumers of New England. The only purpose of imposing this
duty, so far as I have been able to learn, is that it is supposed
to benefit the producers of potatoes in one county in northern
Maine—Aroostook County. Potatoes of a very excellent qual-
ity are produced there in great abundance; but the production
in that county in Maine is not sufficient to take care of the
consumption in New England. Potatoes must come from Can-
ada, and the only effect of this very high duty will be to
increase the price to the consumers and increase the price
particularly of the domestic potato produced in Arocostook
County, Me.

I can not help but feel that this duty, which is so high, has
been put in this bill at the request of the Senator from Maine
[Mr. Hare], whose term is expiring, and who will use this as a
campaign argument in favor of his return; and it goes to con-
firm the allegation made against this bill by the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. LENRooT] some days ago, that this bill is
full of rates that are fixed and put into the bill at the request
of Senators who are desirous of making an appeal in their home
districts to show that they have been influential -in obtaining
high protective duties on the products they produce,

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I was out of the Chamber when
the S;anator made his statement. I should like to have him re-
peat it.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I said that the production
of potatoes in the county in Maine where very excellent po-
tatoes are produced is not sufficient to take care of the con-
sumption in New England; that I could not conceive of any
reason for this increased duty being levied upon potatoes—an
increase over the high rates of the emergency law—except at
the request and solicitation of the Senator from Maine in his
desire and purpose to get protection for the farmers of Aroos-
took County by shutting out the Canadian supply, and that I
thought it would prove a very helpful political argument in
favor of the Senator's return by reason of his being able to
show that he had obtained from the United States Senate such
high protective rates on potatoes.

Mr. HALE. I trust that it was a helpful argument. I think
the people of Aroostook County appreciate what their Senators
do for them down here.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am not criticizing the
Senator, but rather commending his political sagacity. I am
criticizing those Senators who accept the arguments of the
interested producers in Aroostook County, and are concerned
only about their point of view, rather than the point of view
of the great consuming public.

Mr. HALH. The Senator admits, however, that from the
point of view of the producer the increase in the tariff is a
good thing, does he not?

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I consider this duty one of
the most outrageous in this whole bill. 1 consider that it is
going to increase the price of potatoes at certain intervals in
New England very materially. I consider that it will be the
most destructive item in this whole bill against the Republican
Party in New England. If I were to choose one of the features
of this bill that, in my opinion, would be most harmful to
Republican chances in New England, outside of one county in
Maine, it would be this item. You can not justify a duty of
58 cents a hundred pounds upon potatoes, It can not be
proven that the difference in cost between the production of
botatoes in Canada and in Maine, just over the border line,
amounts to 58 cents per 100 pounds.

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator think there is an increase
of 58 cents per 100 pounds over the emergency tariff?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I stated when the Senator
was absent from the Chamber that this increase in the rate
was 274 per cent over the Payne-Aldrich law and over the
emergency law; that the proposed duty of 58 cents per 100
pounds was the highest duty ever levied upon potatoes, one
of the foods most necessary and commonly used by the great
masses of our people, a duty that I think is indefensible in
view of the record of production, and in view of the fact that
we produce over 400,000,000 bushels, and in view of the fact
that since the production in New England is not sufficient, we
must go to Canada, and if we go to Canada this duty will be
reflected in inereased prices for our potatoes.

Mr. HALE. I think the Senator is mistaken. The rate
is 10 cents a bushel higher than the rate in the emergency
tariff law.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let us see how this is going
to work out. Let me repeat, in my judgment, speaking broadly.
of the items of this bill which are going to injure the majority
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party just such items as this will be picked out, analyzed, and
studied, and shown to be a very great burden to the consumer.
Let me present some figures.

First of all I want to eall attention to the annual consump-
tion. The annual potato erop is about 400,000,000 bushels, The
maximum has been 600,000,000. The imports of potatoes vary
from 200,000 to 6,000,000 bushels,

Our annual exports are about 3,500,000 bushels.

It will be noted, therefore, that the maximum lmports con-
stituted only a small fraction of 1 per cent of our production
and are offset in large part by our exports. Our tetal annual
consumption can be estimated at about 402,792,000 bushels.

The proposed tax of 58 cents per 100 pounds Is equivalent to
approximately 85 cents per bushel; and if, as is claimed by the
majority Members who are urging this duty, the tariff results
in an inerease of 35 cents to the price of potatoes, it will mean
a total tax on the people of the United States of $140,977,200
for their potato consumption.

Mr. President, I repeat if the propesed tax becomes effective
it will increase the price of potatoes in this country to the
staggering figures of $140,000,000. There is nothing like it in
this bill.

1t can not be justified. It is almost eriminal to ask the poor
people of this country, many of whom depend upon potatoes
very largely for their principal food, to pay 58 cents per 100
pounds, or about 33 cents per bushel, as a subsidy to the potato

OWers.
nghe price and production of potatoes fluctuate from year to
year., When the crop is short and the supply consequently
scarce the price rises, and when there is an abundant crop the
price falls below the cost of production.

Under such conditions it would be in the interest of the pro-
ducer and consumer alike to permit a free movement of this
staple food product between the United States and Canada.
YWhen there is a large domestic crop there will be an outlet for
the same by exports, which will stabilize prices; and when
there is a short crop the publie will be protected against exorbi-
tant prices and obtain the necessary supply through imports
from Canada.

It must be borne in mind that the Northeastern States, so far
as the demand for food supplies is concerned, is dependent
upon sections beyond the Canadian border line and the Alle-
gheny Mountains., If New England is cut off from the Cana-
dian supply by high tariff taxes, the people of that section of
the country will be forced to pay the cost of long hauls in
freight rates on shipments from distant sections of the country,
and this will mean an increase in the cost of living that will
prevent the steady progress and advancement of these States.
Moreover, the increased cost of living will eventually react on
the price of products of this section of the country, and the
effect of the tariff would be a raise in the general level of
prices without benefit to the farmer or the consumer.

I want to repeat. I consider this rate exorbitant; T consider
it indefensible. While I believe it will undoubtedly be favorable
to the political fortunes of my friend the Senator from Maine
{Mr. Haix], I think it is indefensible. I do not make any
criticism of his effort to get protection for the potato producers
of Maine; the Representatives of every other State have done
the same thing. He is not chargeable with any blame; but it
is the duty of the rest of us to consider the consumers’ in-
terest, to consider that this duty is levied for the purpose
of shutting out the few potatoes which come over the border
line from Canada and find their way into the New England
market and help to take care of the wants of our people when
there is a short crop.

How is any Senator on this floor going to answer a campaign
argument to the effect that the result of the levying of this duty
means $140,000,000 to the consumers? You can say, of course,
that it will not be operative; that it will not be reflected; but
the purpose of putting it in this bill is to make it operative.

The purpose of putting it into this bill is to increase prices
or to decelve and mislead the farmers. Those who have put
this duty in the bill will say that it means more prosperity and
more profit to the producer, and if it means more prosperity
and more profit to the producer it means that the consumer
must pay that profit. I am surprised at the judgment of the
committee in levying this very high duty upon this product.

There are a good many of these items I have not discussed
at any great length. The chairman and the other members of
the committee know that I have tried to center the debate upon
the items of importance in this schedule, and I do want to
make a vigorous protest for the Recorp against this high rate
upon potatoes.

Mr. HALE. Mr, President, the Senator's protest seems to be
in line with his general action in regard to the agricultural

schedules. Apparently he has been assigned, or has assigned
himself, to oppose the increase in the agricultural schedules,
:.I;;l I am entirely ready to admit that he has done it very

J-

As far as this increase in the duty on potntoes is concerned,
whether it may or may not have helped me in my fight for a
renomination, I favored it because I thought the interests of
my State and of the farmers and potato growers of Aroostook
County demanded this inerease.

Potatoes are a variable sort of a crop. During the war the
price of potatoes went up to $4 or $5 a bushel. At certain times
the price goes down to 15, 20, or 25 cents a bushel. No one can
tell, when he plants his potatoes, what he is going to get on his
product. So unless we know that we are going to be protected
from Canada our farmers are very apt to eut down their plant-
ing. After two or three poor years they get discouraged. But
with this duty on potatoes, I predict that they will plant far in
excess of what they have done before, and the result will be
that we shall grow more potatoes in this country, and the price
will go down on account of the inmcreased production. So I
do not think the Senator’s fears that the consumer will have
to pay so much higher a price for his potatoes on account of
this duty are well grounded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The items in this paragraph
having been reconsidered in gross, the question is whether they
will be considered in gross. Is there objection? There being
no objection, they will be so considered. The question is on
agreeing to the committee amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that we now go to paragraph 7T74.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
amendment of the committee to that paragraph.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 114, line 11, the com-
mittee proposes to strike out paragraph 774, as follows:

PAR. T74, Broom corn, $2 per ton.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. AsgUrst] wanted to discuss paragraph 770. I
call the attention of the Senator from North Dakota to that
fact.

Mr. ASHURST. The amendment I want to have adopted is
to the text, and I believe would not be in order at this time. It
will be in line 16, and I doubt if it will be in order now.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I knew the Senator was in-
terested in that paragraph, and I wanted to protect his rights.
I did not ask to have paragraph 774 passed over. I think some
Senator on the other side of the Chamber wanted to discuss that
paragraph. Does the Senator from North Dakota recall who it
was?

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the Senator referred to appeared
before the committee again; the committee gave him a hearing
and decided to stand by what it had reported; that is, that
broom corn should be placed upon the free list,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment of the committee,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that paragraph 776 be over,
at the request of one Senator, and the next will be paragraph
T78.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph 778,
page 114, line 24, to strike out “$4 " and insert in lieu thereof
“$3,” so as to read:

Hay, $3 per ton.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that the Senate disagree to the
amendment in line 24, where we proposed to strike out “$4”
and insert in lieu thereof “$3,” leaving the duty on hay $4

per ton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the eommittee amendment.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, all T care to
gay about this item is contained in a letter which was addressed
to Hon, Charles M. Cox, a member of the Boston Chamber of
Commerce, by a group of hay dealers. The letter reads in
part, as follows:

At a meeting of the B«mfﬂ hay dealers of this city, held on the
5th instfnt (last December), it was unanimously voted that we request

ou to serve as our representative in appearing before the ca
pmmittee of the United States Senate, at the hearings soon to be
held in regard to the proposed tariff act. £

Requesting a member of a committee of the chamber of com-
merce to appear in protest against the duties upon hay. I con-
tinue reading:

We note that In paragraph No. T78, it is proposed that the duty
on hay shall be $4 per ton and $1 per ton on straw. This Is ex-
actly double the dufy which we have been paying. We ask yon to

inform the Senate committee that inm certain years when the of
hay in New England and New York State happens to be lieht, i? be-
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comes important for us to be able to secure hay from Canada. and we
respectfully request that the duty on hay be continued as it has been
in the past, namely, $2 per ton and 50 cents on straw.

New England is peculiarly situated in that the priee of hay and
grain i2 higher here than in any other section of the eastern half of
our country. We are at the end of the line.

That rather surprised me, that the price of hay and grain is
higher in New England than in any other part of the country,
I continue reading:

Our farmers can not possibly raise all the hay which theg need,
and it is clearly to the economie advantage of New England that she
be able to secure her supplies of all kinds of agricultural needs at as
low cost as possible. The imposition of a higher duty on hay will
constitute a real hardship,

The letter is signed by a number of distinguished citizens.

Mr. President, I think to increase the duty upon hay 100 per
cent over the present rate is not justitied and can not be sup-
ported by the facts. Increasing the duty upon straw 200 per
cent is likewise indefensible. These duties benefit only a few
farmers.

Mr, WILLIS, Mr, President——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Many of the farmers of the
country and of New England will feel the effects of these high
rates and will have to pay $2 a ton more for their hay and $1
a ton more for their straw by reason of the duties levied in the
bill. 1 yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I notice the Senator said that
the duties would affect only a few farmers. He certainly does
not mean to make that statement. They will affect a very large
number of farmers. Certainly more than two-thirds of them in
my State, and farmers all over the country are very greatly in-

terested in this matter, hay being one of their money crops.

I was just wondering whether the Senator ever worked in a
hay field on a day like this. If he did, I am certain he wounld
not begrudge the skightly inereased income that the amendment
will bring to the farmers,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am rather proud to say to
the Senator that I have worked in the hay field on days like
this,

Mr, WILLIS. I congratulate the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. As a boy I worked in the New
Eungland hay fields, where the soil is rocky and difficult to work,
and where the farmers have to toil and labor hard, and do not
enjoy comfortable farming conditions. I am now pleading for
them, because when I referred to the effect of this duty upon
the farmers I should have referred particularly to New Eng-
land, where hay is imported and straw is imported. Almost all
of the straw used there is imported and very little produced.

These duties will be a burden and a hardship upon the farm-
ers of New England. I protest in their name against the rates,
I repeat that the number of farmers in the eastern section of
the country who produce hay on a commercial basis is insig-
nificantly small. I do not know about the extreme West, but
the number that produce hay and straw in the eastern part of
the country is very small, compared with the total number of
;armurs. These high duties mean an additional burden to those
Armers,

When this schedule is analyzed and the few duties which ap-
pear to protect the farmers of the country are compared with
the duties which extract large sums of money in increased
prices from them, the farmers will be as vigorously protesting
against the bill as the business interests and some of the manu-
facturing interests of the country are now protesting against it.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I merely desire to put in the
Recorp a few figures about the hay crop in New England. It is
one of the few profitable crops we have and it is a very im-
portant crop in New England.

The area in Maine employed in the growing of hay is 1,688,000
acres and the production is 1,191,000 short tons, a pretty good
production of hay. In Massachusetts, of course, a small State,
the area is 436,000 acres and 610,000 short tons were produced ;
in New Hampshire 450,000 a¢res produced 540,000 short tons;
in Vermont 910,000 acres produced 1,320,000 short tons.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will my colleague permit an
interruption?

Mr, LODGE. I would like to complete the figures. In Con-
necticut 355,000 acres produced 460,000 short tons; in Rhode
Island 46,000 acres produced 51,000 short tons. I have not
added up the figures, but that would indicate a pretty large
hay crop, and it is pretty valuable to the farmers of New Eng-
land, especially to the three northern States of Maine, New
Hampshire, and Vermont. Horses are not used as much as they
were at one time in New England, and I rather think we can
come prefty near to making our supply, although I have mot
figured it out. The supposition that there are no farmers inter-
ested in hay in New England, I think, is a mistake,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, my colleague
did not see fit to permit me to interrupt him and I shall now
make the inquiry I was going to make. I inquire whether the
figures given by him were of hay produced for commercial pur-
poses or whether they gave the total production of hay?

Mr, LODGE. The figures I gave were the total hay produe-
tion. Of course it is almost all used locally in the States ex-
cept in Vermont and Maine. I take it there is hay exported
from both, as they produced between them 2,500,000 tons.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I desire to say that this is
the same rate as that provided in the Payne-Aldrich law, and
is equivalent, under the 1921 imports, to about 20 per cent ad
valorem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment reducing the rate on hay from
$4 to $£3 per ton.

The amendment was rejected.

The next amendment was, on page 114, line 24, to strike out
“$1” and insert “$1.50,” so as to read:

Straw, $1.50 per ton.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 115, line 1, to strike out
“$1.50" and insert “$2.40,” so as to read:

Par. 779, Hops, 24 cents per pound ; hop extract, $2.40 per pound.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 115, line 2, to strike out
“75 cents " and insert “ $3,” so as to read:

Lupulin, $3 per pound.

Mr. McCUMBER.
amendment.

The amendment was rejected.

The next amendment was, on page 115, after line 2, to insert
a new paragraph, paragraph 779a, sago flour and tapioca flour.

Mr. McCUMBER. At the request of several Senators I ask
that paragraph 779a may go over until to-morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the para-
graph will be passed over.

The next amendment was, on page 115, in lines 14 and 15,
to strike out * curry and curry powder, 2 cents per pound,” and
the semicolon.

Mr. McCUMBER. That is transferred to the free list.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendments were, on page 115, line 21, to strike out
the word “ ground " and the comma and insert “ ground or,” and
in line 21 to strike out “ 5" and insert “8,” so as to read:

Mustard, ground or prepared, in bottles or otherwise, 8 cents per
pound.

The amendments were agreed to. :

The next amendment was, on page 116, in line 5, to strike out
* turmerie, 10 cents per pound,” and the semicolon.

Mr. McCUMEBER. That is also placed on the free list.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 116, in line 8, to strike
out “20"” and insert *25,” g0 as to read:

Mixed splees, and splees and spice seeds, mot specially provided for,
including all herbs or herb leaves in glass or other small packages, for
eulinary use, 25 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. This completes the agricultural schedule
and takes us up to the next schedule with the exception of two
paragraphs passed over, paragraph 776 and paragraph 779a.

Mr. President, T ask unanimous consent at this time that
when the Senate closes its session on this calendar day it re-
cess until to-morrow at 11 o’clock a. m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so
ordered.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator intend to
take up paragraphs 776 and 779a to-morrow?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes: to-morrow morning.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Those are the only two para-
graphs remaining for consideration in the agricultural schedunle?

Mr. McCUMBER. They are.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Very well.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. McOCUMBER. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously
made, took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday, July 12, 1922,
at 11 o’clock a. m,

I ask that the Senate disagree to this
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NOMINATIONS,
Egzecutive nominations received by the Senate July 11 '(legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922.
UniTep STATES JUDGE.

James H. Wilkerson, of Illinois, to be United States district
judge, northern district of Illinois, vice Kenesaw M. Landis,
resigned.

APPOINTMENTS, BY TBANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY.
ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT,

Capt. Clarence Francis Hofstetter, Coast Artillery Corps, with
rank from July 1, 1920.

SIGNAL CORPS,

Oapt. Joshua Ashley Stansell, Cavalry, with rank from Sep-
tember 21, 1920,

CONFIRMATIONS.

Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 11 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922.
Uxitep StatEs PuBric HEALTH SERVICE.
Ralph E. Porter to be passed assistant surgeon.
Joseph W, Mountain to be passed assistant surgeon.
 POSTMASTERS.
CALIFORNIA.
Earl B. Birmingham, Hilts,
MAINE,
Roger S. MeGown, Carmel.
Byron E. Lindsay, Kingman.
Carroll M. Richardson, Westbrook.
MASSACHUSETTS.
BEdward L. Diamond, Easthampton.
Bdgar T. Brickett, North Cohasset.
MONTANA.
Orson B. Prickett, Billings.
NEW YORK.
Robert A. Lundy, Ray Brook.
PENNETLY._AN‘LL
Harry A. Borland, Indiana.
Samuel E. Crawford, Petrolia.
TEXAS.
Robert A. Jackson, Chillicothe,

SENATE.
WepNEspay, July 12, 1922,
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
Tecess.
NATIONAL MONUMENT IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, ‘CALIF.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 7598) authorizing
the Secretary of the Interior to dedicate and set apart as a
national monument certain lands in Riverside County, Calif.
The monument is desired in order to preserve what are probably
the only remaining large groves of natural wild Washington
palms in the United States. Three adjoining canyons, Palm,
Murray, and Andreas, each containing an extensive grove of
these desert palms, are embraced within the area of the pro-
posed monument. Many other specimens of desert flora of
major scientific interest are also to be found there.

The bill has the approval of the Department of the Interior,
influding the Bureaun of Indian Affairs. It safeguards the
Indians and it costs the Government nothing at all.

Mr. SMOOT. I suggest that perhaps this may be a good
time to pass several bills, as there is not a Democratic Senator
in the Chamber.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the bill named by the Senator from
California?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as
follows :

Be it enacted, ete., That the Seeretary of the Interior be, and he 1s
hereby, authorized to set apart upon the following-described lands
jocated in the county of Riverside, in the State of Californla, as a
national monument, which shall be under the exclusive control of the
Becretary of the Interior, who shall sdminister and protect the same

under the provisions of the act of Congress approved June 8, 1906
entitled “An act for the preservation of American antiquities,” and
under soch regulations as he may prescribe: The west half of the
southwest quarter of section 2, the southeast quarter of section 3, all
of section 10, the west half of the northwest quarter of section 11, all
of section 14, all in township ‘5 south, range 4 east, San Bernardino
base and meridian, containing 1,600 acres: Provided, That before such
reservation and dedication as herein authorized shall become effective
the consent and relinguishment of the Agua Caliente Band of Indians
shall first be obtained, covering its right, title, and interest in and to
the lands herein described, and pa{ment therefor ‘to the members of
a

eaid band on a per capha basis, a price to be agreed upon, when
there shall be donated for such purposes to the Secretary of the In-
terior a fund in an amount to%re fixed and detarnﬂms? by him as

sufficient to compensate the Indians therefor.

SEcC. 2. That in order to determine the amount to be pald under the

grecedlng section the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and
irected to negotiate with sald Indians to obtain their consent and
relinquishment, and when such consent and relingquishment has been
obtained and an agreement reached the Secretary of the Interior is
further authorized to make payment from sald donated fund for the
lands relinquished to the enrolled members of the said A Callente
Band as authorized by section 1 of this act: Provided, That the con-
gent and relinquishment of the Indians may be obtained and payment
made for the lands in such manner as the Becretary of the Interior
may deem advisable: Provided further, That the water rights, dam,
pipe lines, canals and irrigation structures located in sectlons 2 and 3
of township 5 south, range 4 east, S8an Bernardino meridian. and alse
all water and water rights in Palm Canyon, are hereby excepted from
this reserve and shall remain under the exclusive control and super-
vision of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Bec. 8. That the provisions of the act of Congress approved June 10,
1920, known as the Federal water power act, shall not apply to thia
monument,

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,

ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
PETITIONS,

- Mr. WARREN presented resolutions adopted by the directors
of the National Farm Loan Associations of Cokeville and Cody,
both in the State of Wyoming, favoring amendment of the Fed-
eral farm loan act increasing the loan limit from $10,000 to
$25,000, so that actual farmers operating a standard farm unit
may enjoy the benefits of the farm-loan system and that they
may borrow money through the said system at the lowest pos-
sible net cost, not higher than 5 per cent, etc., which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. LADD presented resolutions adopted at a session of the
North Dakota Federation of Nonpartisan Clubs, at Bismarek,
N. Dak., favoring the passage of Senate bill 2604, the so-called
Ladd honest money bill, which were referred to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

Mr. SPENCER presented resolutions adopted at a mass
meeting of citizens at Herculaneum, Mo., favoring the granting
of relief and protection to the suffering peoples of Armenia,
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. CAPPER presented resolutions adopted by the Chamber
of Commerce of Abilene, Kans,, favoring full enforcement of
the decree of the United States Supreme Court ordering the
divorcement of the Central Pacific Railway from the Sonthern
Pacific Co,, etc., which were referred to the Committee on In-
terstate Commerce,

Mr. ROBINSON presented a telegram in the nature of a peti-
tion from the Nashville (Ark.) Chamber of Commerce, praying
for Government protection of mails and trains in interstate
commerce during the present railroad strike, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

PHILADELPHIA SESQUICENTENNIAL EXHIBITION,

Mr. LODGE, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to
which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 170) to ap-
prove the holding of a national and international exhibition
in the city of Philadelphia in 1926 upon the Fairmount Park
and parkway site selected by the Sesquicentennial Exhibition
Association, and lands contiguous thereto that may be acquired
for that purpose, as an appropriate celebration of the one hun-
dred and fiftieth anniversary of the signing of the Declaration
of Independence, reported it without amendment.

FRAUDULENT USE OF THE MAILS.

Mr, TOWNSEND. I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads be discharged from the
further consideration of the bill (8. 1973) to amend section 213,
act of March 4, 1909 (Criminal Code), affixing penalties for use
of mails in connection with fraudulent devices and lottery para-
phernalia ; the bill (8. 1974) to amend section 215, act of March
4, 1909 (Criminal Code), penalizing fraudulent use of the
mails; and the bill (8. 1975) to amend section 3929, Revised
Statutes, relating to exclusion of fraudulent devices and lot-
tery paraphernalia from the mails, and that these bills be re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. They properly belong
to that committee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Witheut objection, that
change of reference will be made.
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